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ABSTRACT 
Non-marital cohabitation is on the rise as are many other non-traditional aspects of family 
such as having children before marriage. With cohabitation on the rise, society seems to accept it 
more and more as a normal way of living. Although in the past cohabitation before marriage was not 
viewed as the right thing to do, it is now sometimes seen as a "necessity." Some people do it out of 
preparation for marriage, while others do it out of convenience. This study examined college students 
who cohabitate and their reasons for cohabitating with an opposite sex partner. Using a combined 
quantitative and qualitative design, the researcher examined cohabitation among college students 
related to their race, gender, and religious backgrounds, and personal beliefs. The Non-Marital 
Cohabitation Questionnaire, adapted from Wiersma (1983), was used to gather both the quantitative 
and qualitative data. 
Racial background did not appear to be related to cohabitation; however with only 8 (6.9%) 
Black (African-American) students in the total group of 115 cohabitating students, the numbers did 
not allow for much statistical testing. Gender did not appear to be a major variable in why males and 
females cohabitate. Of 112 participants who answered the question about how they came to their 
decision to cohabitate, close to half (n = 53; 47%) said they cohabitate for convenience; 41 (37%) 
said they cohabitated based on a mutual agreement of deciding to move in together, for financial 
reasons, or because they were currently engaged. Females were happier about their cohabitating 
partner and relationship than were males. Of 104 participants who responded about religious beliefs, 
42 (40%) said they did not have any religious beliefs about cohabitation or their religious beliefs were 
not an issue related to cohabitation. 
Knowledge gained from this research will help university personnel, parents, and others 
understand more about cohabitation on college campuses across the nation and why it is selected as a 
way of living. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
There has been a dramatic rise in non-marital cohabitation in the United States as 
young adults' attitudes toward non-marital cohabitation have become less traditional (i.e., 
marriage is no longer a requirement before cohabitation). In the past, marriage before 
cohabitation was the traditional way of living, but in the last half of the twentieth century, 
attitudes towards non-marital cohabitation changed. Before the 1970s cohabitating 
relationships were highly invisible because of society not wanting to recognize it as an 
acceptable standard of living (Kiernan, 2001 ). Today many young adults do not plan to 
marry when they cohabitate with a partner. Cohabitation is seen by some as a good 
alternative to marriage and it might be a time when marriage is not even thought of or 
planned. According to Witt (n.d.), cohabitation is becoming common amongst college 
students and it is a good way to test a relationship before marriage. On the other hand, there 
are still many young adults or college students who feel that marriage should happen before a 
couple decides to cohabitate. Peterman, Ridley, and Anderson (1974) stated that 
"cohabitating or heterosexual unmarried 'living together,' seems to be a form ofrelationship 
highly popular among young adults Americans, particularly college students" (p. 344). 
However, it may be possible that, depending on one's age, race, religious beliefs or 
values, one's perceptions about non-marital cohabitation may be different from society' s 
normal "standard." Some sub-cultures including religious groups may be against 
cohabitating before marriage. How a person defines cohabitation or what they call it may 
also have something to do with their religion or their personal beliefs. Macionis ( 1999) 
stated that "a generation ago, widespread use of terms such as 'shacking up' or 'living in sin' 
indicated disapproval of cohabitation" (p. 474). Cohabitation is defined as two unmarried 
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people of the opposite sex living together (Trost, 1979). It has been called by various terms, 
such as "living together," "shacking up," "cohabitation," "serial monogamy," or "living in 
sin" (The Problem of Cohabitation, 2004, p. 1 ). Trost stated that the concept of cohabitation 
not only has been defined confusingly but it also has been hard to determine which word fits 
this concept. Trost reported that several terms are used for cohabitation, like quasi-marriage, 
trial-marriage, semi-marriage, living-together, shacking up, and consensus marriage. 
According to Waite and Gallagher (2000), cohabitating is like living in a halfway house; it is 
a place for people who do not want the status that comes with marriage as a personal and 
social commitment. No matter how people views cohabitation it is still on the rise and 
becoming more acceptable by society. Popenoe and Whitehead (2002) stated "the trend 
toward cohabitation has inspired virtually no public comment or criticism. It is hard to 
believe that across America, only thirty years ago, living together for unmarried, 
heterosexual couples was against the law. And it was considered immoral, living in sin-or 
at the very least highly improper. Women who provided sexual housekeeping services to a 
man without the benefits of marriage were regarded as fools at best and morally loose at 
worst" (p. 4). 
Definition of Cohabitation 
Cohabitation has been defined in a number of ways by various researchers. 
According to Macionis (1999), cohabitation is the sharing of a household by an unmarried 
couple. One does not have to be married to live with their mate. "Cohabitation is defined by 
the federal government as two unrelated adults of different sex sharing the same household" 
(Olson & Defrain, 2000, p. 184). Delait (as cited in Trost, 1979) defined cohabitation as two 
people living under one roof but not married. Macklin (1972) defined cohabitation as 
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sharing a bedroom with someone of the opposite sex for four nights a week over a 
consecutive three-month period. Lewis, Graham, Storm, and Lehecka (1975) defined an 
unmarried cohabitating couple as two individuals of the opposite sex who live in the same 
home for five days and nights out of seven days a week. Storm (as cited in Trost, 1979) 
defined cohabitation as two people who live together for at least 75% of the time during a 
five-day week period. Trost stated that these definitions of cohabitation without marriage 
have been regarded as a thing that occurs mainly with the college youth in America. She 
wrote that many colleges and universities in America and other countries have a good 
number of students who live together on campus with other students during the week and 
spend their weekends with their parents at home. Trost said that these students could be said 
to be cohabitating during the week which consists of a five-day and five-night week period. 
She concluded that "according to these definitions, cohabitation is closer to the phenomenon 
of going steady than the phenomenon of marriage" (Trost, p. 14). Spanier (1983) defines 
cohabitation as "never-married individuals currently living with an unrelated adult of the 
opposite sex" (p. 277). 
Previous researchers viewed cohabitation as a stage of premarital courtship. Some 
young adults have a desire to be with their mate physically and not just continuing their 
relationship at the dating level outside the home. Others desire the dating level to be a form 
ofrecreation, companionship, friendship, and personal intimacy, which they believe they can 
get only through living together. One of the reasons young adults may choose non-marital 
cohabitation is because it gives them security and a comfortable feeling of having someone 
around. 
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In a more recent study, cohabitation was seen as a form that rose in the 1970s but 
increased more in the 1980s as young people lived together as an alternative to marriage, and 
or a prelude to marriage (Kiernan, 2001). Cohabitating can vary from being just a 
convenient living arrangement, to trying to be sure about your life-time partner selection, to 
being in preparation for marriage. DeGenova and Rice (2002) reported that cohabitation 
tends to be a relatively short-term arrangement, and that most couples decide to split up or 
marry within the first 18 months. There are many reasons couples cohabitate, or have a 
cohabitation relationships with someone, and some may be more important than others. 
DeGenova and Rice list four basic types of cohabitation: "(J) utilitarian arrangement (this is 
when adults live together for utilitarian reasons like saving money by sharing living quarters 
and expenses, and they also share house-keeping responsibilities and general maintenance), 
(2) intimate involvement with emotional commitment (this includes those "who love each 
other, want to have sex together, and want to be together in a monogamous relationship; they 
usually have a strong commitment to each other but are not planning marriage" (p. 201)), (3) 
trial marriage (this is for "some adults who want to live together to test their compatibility, 
to help them decide if they are meant for each other and if they want to get married; the 
arrangement is considered a 'little marriage' to see if a 'big marriage' will last") (p. 201), (4) 
prelude to marriage (this includes "a number of adults who move in together before they get 
married; they have already committed themselves to marriage and see no reason to be apart 
in the meantime") (p. 201), or (5) alternative to marriage ("those in this category are 
cohabitating, not as a prelude to marriage but as a substitute for it. This includes those who 
are married to someone else and separated but not divorced and those who have been 
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unhappily married or have witnessed their friends' unhappy marriage, and have become 
skeptical about the viability of legal marriage") (p. 201 ). 
While there are several reasons why people cohabitate, there are also different 
patterns or relationships of cohabitation. Ridley, Peterman, and Avery (1978) discussed four 
common patterns of cohabitation. They are "linus blanket ("linus blanket cohabitation 
relationship occurs when one partner is so dependent or insecure that he or she prefers a 
relationship with anyone to being alone"), emancipation (emancipation cohabitation 
relationship is when "some people use cohabitation as a way to break free from their parents 
or their faith through cohabitation"), convenience ("convenience cohabitation relationship are 
relationships in which one person is the giver and the other is the taker and are often in a 
relationship of convenience; this type may involve a man who is in the relationship mainly 
for sex and only have a housewife, get loving care, and domestic labor, and hopes, but dares 
not ask, for marriage. Women may cohabitate for economic, sexual, and social reasons"), and 
testing relationships (testing cohabitation relationship "can be a true testing ground for 
marriage if the partners are relatively mature and clearly committed to trying out their 
already mutually satisfying relationship in a situation more closely resembling marriage; if 
the test goes well, they marry; if not, they separate and go their own ways") (Ridley et al., 
1978, p. 130). 
So lot and Miller (2002) defined cohabitation using different terminology. They begin 
by calling the following list of cohabitation terms "A Not-Quite-Scientific List of 
Cohabitation Types" (p. 25). 
Mergers and Acquisition Cohabitation (Between you, you have at least two houses, 
two cars, two attics, and two basements full of accumulated and treasured 
possessions. Moving in together requires selling real estate and extensive negotiation 
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over every square inch of space); Chic Cohabitation (The biggest crises relate to 
whether your furniture will match, how quickly you can arrange for a landscaper, and 
whether you prefer shiitake or portobello mushrooms); Upgrade Cohabitation (You 
live with a roommate, bond over the challenges of dating, cry on each other's 
shoulders after a breakup, and share all your secrets. One day, unexpectedly, you find 
yourself in bed together. The next day, it happens again. You've upgraded from 
roommates to lovers); Clandestine Cohabitation (When your "friend" comes to visit 
for the night, he parks his car down the street, not in your driveway. Or, your 
"friend" is already living with you, but your mother thinks you're just roommates); 
New Turf Cohabitation (Both partners move out of their old places -- parents' house, 
bachelor pad, college dorm, ex ' s garage -- and into a new place together); Weekend 
Cohabitation (You live in Portland, Maine, and you've fallen in love with someone 
who lives in Portland, Oregon. You write love letters, have cyber sex, and spend 
passionate weekends together before flying home to go to work); Never Would 've 
Predicted it Cohabitation (Because of your generation or religious beliefs, you never 
guessed you'd live with someone without being married, but it turns out to be the best 
option); Endless Sleepover Cohabitation (You wouldn' t say you're living together, 
but you spend all your time at each other's house, and friends have started sending 
you mail together); Across-Town Cohabitation (You don't live at the same address, 
but your relationship has the kind of personal meaning and commitment most people 
expect from partners who share a living space); and Still Not Married Cohabitation 
(You've been living together ten years or more) (p. 25). 
Regardless of the different ways that student' s cohabitate based on their own 
terminology and what fits their situation, how they come to terms with it or how they define 
it, it is still considered some form of cohabitating. 
Although people may cohabitate for many reasons, and make various arrangements to 
do so, how young adults on college campuses perceive non-marital cohabitation is not known 
about. Additionally the previous research does not provide clear guidance about the ways a 
person' s race, gender, or religion can affect their values and beliefs on non-marital 
cohabitation. 
Statistics Related to Cohabitation 
In 1980 approximately 1.6 million unmarried couples were living together in the 
United States, more than triple the number before 1970. By 1981 there were approximately 
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1.8 million unmarried couples, which at the time was about 4% of all couples. Wardle 
(2004) indicated that of the people who married in the last 20 years, about 50% cohabitated 
before marriage. Cohabitation is becoming more popular in the twenty-first century and 
marriage is no longer a prerequisite for living in an intimate relationship. According to the 
United States Bureau of the Census (1997), society has grown more acceptable of premarital 
sex, and because of this cohabitation has increased eightfold since the 1960s, with almost 
5,000,000 couples cohabitating in 2002 (United States Bureau of the Census, 2003). The 
Bureau stated that the number had increased from about 2.5 million couples living together in 
1988, to 3.5 million couples cohabitating in 1993, and more than 4 million couples 
cohabitated in 2000 (as cited in Olson & DeFrain, 2000). In 1965, 10% of opposite-sex 
couples lived together before they planned to get married; in 2002 that number increased to 
more than 50% of opposite-sex couples who lived together (DeGenova & Rice, 2002). 
According to the United States Bureau of the Census (2003), the number of cohabitating 
couples rose steadily, from 439,000 in 1960 to nearly 5,000,000 in 2002. Non-marital 
cohabitation households now number 5.5 million, about 5% of all homes, up from 3% a 
decade ago. Cohabitation has skyrocketed in 45 years. Bumpass and Lu (as cited in Olson & 
Defrain) found that more than 50% of all couples cohabitate before marriage. Availability 
of statistics in cohabitation is a somewhat new phenomenon - London (1991) wrote that 
statistics on data on cohabitation -- living with a sexual partner without a marriage -- were 
largely unavailable or limited in scope until recently. 
In 1997 the Census Bureau (as cited in Olson & Defrain, 2000, p. 184) reported that 
"amongst the cohabitating population, about half (54%) of the partners have never been 
married, about one third (37%) were divorced, and the rest were widowed." DeGenova and 
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Rice (2002) reported about 60% of cohabiters are between 25 and 44 years of age. As the 
numbers of cohabiters have increased amongst young adults who are either divorced or never 
married, society has become more accepting of this phenomenon. 
A more recent article stated that young adults (in their twenties) have a higher 
percentage of cohabitating than older ones (Bramlett & Mosher, 2002). This could be 
because as people get older they have a different outlook on cohabitation and after they finish 
school they may be ready for marriage? So, the older you get the less likely you are to 
cohabitate. On the other hand, when comparing young adult cohabitators to older adult 
cohabitators, a study found that the older you are and cohabitating the less argumentative, 
more focused, and relaxed you are about your cohabitating relationship (King & Scott, 2005). 
Older cohabitating couples reported having fewer worries about eventually separating from 
their partners and they spent more time with their partners because they are comfortable with 
knowing they will likely continue to cohabitate as a happy couple (King & Scott). The 
authors believe this could be because older couples face different responsibilities in their 
relationship and they are less worried about breaking up because they are older and wiser, 
which makes them more experienced, and possibly know what it takes to keep a strong and 
healthy relationship. 
On the other hand, young adults might cohabitate more than older adults because they 
are not looking at the same things that older cohabitating couples do. For instance, if they 
are only cohabitating for convenience reasons in college, why would they want to worry 
about when or if they plan to marry their partner? Young adults or college students tend to 
face other responsibilities like finances and keeping their grades up rather than focus on their 
cohabitating relationship. If young adult cohabitators decide to plan for a future marriage 
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with their current cohabitating partner, they were probably already to that level before they 
decided to cohabitate. King and Scott (2005) stated that prior research found that younger 
cohabitating couples would report more marriage plans than older cohabitating couples. This 
could be because the younger adults have already discussed marriage before they decided to 
cohabitate. 
Expectations of Cohabitation 
Sassler (2004) believed that "over one half of young adults have lived or will live 
with a partner before marriage" (p. 491). She says that although young adults have more 
abundant opportunities for education, employment, and a variety of intimate relationships 
than any previous generations, the majority still expect to marry. Some people wonder if 
cohabitation will increase, remain at the current levels, or decrease. The answer to that 
question cannot be answered, of course. Henze and Hudson (1974) indicated that college 
students no doubt will continue to cohabitate, which they defined as "living-away-from-
home," and they believe it will increase. 
Negative Aspects of Cohabitation 
Although the decision to cohabitate is usually viewed by the partners as positive, 
researchers also have defined negative aspects of cohabitation. Unions that begin as 
cohabitation are less stable than unions that begin as marriages; marriages that are preceded 
by premarital cohabitation have 50% higher disruption rates than marriages not preceded by 
premarital cohabitation. Also, women in cohabiting relationships are at least twice as likely 
to suffer physical and sexual abuse than married women, and higher levels of child abuse are 
reported in homes of cohabiting couples than in homes of married couples. Rates of 
domestic violence are higher and the type of violence is more severe in nonmarital 
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cohabitation. Stets and Straus (1989) have concluded that "non-marital cohabitation in the 
United States has weakened marriage and the intact, two-parent family and thereby damaged 
our social well-being, especially that of women and children" (p. 163). They believe this 
great dramatic increase in nonmarital cohabitation "poses a serious threat to the well-being of 
children and adults" (p. 163). Likewise, Stanley, Whitton, and Markman (2004) stated that 
"the explanations for the risks associated with premarital and nonmarital cohabitation (e.g., 
higher rates of breakup and divorce, lower relationship satisfaction, and greater risk for 
violent interaction) have focused on levels of conventionally, including attitudes about 
commitment to the institution of marriage" (p. 1 ). 
Henze and Hudson (1974) found that cohabitators were less likely to attend church, 
were more likely have a liberal life style, and were more likely use drugs compared to non-
cohabitators. 
Popenoe and Whitehead (2002) believe that cohabitation, although on the rise, is not 
positive for families, but rather tends to weaken the institution of marriage and pose possible 
threats for children and women. In more detail their research indicated: "living together 
before marriage increases the risk of breaking up after marriage, living together outside of 
marriage increases the risk of domestic violence for women, and the risk of physical and 
sexual abuse for children, and unmarried couples have lower levels of happiness and 
wellbeing than married couples" (p. 2). Popenoe and Whitehead wrote 
Cohabitation does not reduce the likelihood of eventual divorce; in fact, it is 
associated with a higher divorce risk, and although the association was stronger a 
decade or two ago and has diminished in the younger generations, virtually all 
research on the topic has determined that the chances of divorce ending a marriage 
preceded by cohabitation are significantly greater than for a marriage not preceded by 
cohabitation (p. 4). 
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Positive Aspects of Cohabitation 
Raley (1996) stated that, although cohabitation does not carry the same 
responsibilities as marriage, it is still a relationship that is more like marriage than being 
single, because cohabitators still share the same household, financial, and child rearing 
responsibilities that married couples share and responsibilities that single individuals do not. 
Blackwell and Lichter (2000) found in their study on "Mate selection among married 
and cohabitating couples" that cohabitating women are less likely to be living with someone 
who has a higher education than themselves, compared to married women. If students 
cohabitate while they are in college, it makes sense that they might end up staying with the 
partner they lived with in college, or would not settle for someone of a different educational 
level than the mate they lived with in college. As other issues rise in cohabitating 
relationships, the educational background of the cohabitating partner would not be 
questioned because it is already known. 
Some other positive things about cohabitating relationships are that because they do 
not carry the same permanence and responsibilities as marriage (i.e., paying mortgages, 
sharing car payments, alimony, etc ... ) and cohabitators tend to be happier about their life and 
relationship. Brown, Bulanda, and Lee (2003) stated that "cohabitators are less depressed, on 
average, than either the widowed or the divorced or separated, but are indistinguishable from 
the never-married. However, cohabitation clearly does not convey the same advantage that 
marriage does, at least in terms of depressive symptoms" (p. 14). Another article states that 
"although cohabitating relationships are like marriages in many ways- shared dwelling, 
economic union (at least in part), sexual intimacy, often even children- they typically differ 
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in the levels of commitment and autonomy involved" (Popenoe & Whitehead, 2002, p. 5). 
Popenoe and Whitehead also said that 
Living together seems like a good way to achieve some of the benefits of marriage 
and avoid the risk of divorce. Couples who live together can share expenses and 
learn more about each other. They can find out if their partner has what it takes to be 
married. If things don't work out, breaking up is easy to do. Cohabitating couples do 
not have to seek legal or religious permission to dissolve their union (p.1 ). 
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CHAPTER 2. THEORECTICAL FRAMEWORK 
None of the studies on non-marital cohabitation reviewed for this research had a solid 
theory about the reasons for cohabitation, the gender or race of the person who cohabitates, 
the role of cohabitators' religious preferences, and whether more college students cohabitate 
than non-college students. This study will attempt to answer why college students cohabitate 
and if their reason to cohabitate has anything to do with their religious beliefs or values, 
racial or ethnic backgrounds, or gender. The present overview of the research will examine a 
few theories that could explain the reasons behind non-marital cohabitation. 
Family Development Theory 
Rogers and White (as cited in Boss, Doherty, LaRossa, Schumm, & Steinmetz, 1993) 
assert that family development has some end or goal, an assumption influenced by child 
development. One reason a person cohabitates with a life-time mate before marriage could 
be related to a goal or dream that one has had since childhood. For example, if a child has 
grown up with a single parent and was not happy about growing up in a single-parent home 
because they would have preferred to have two parents in the home, they could have made a 
promise to themselves to always have a two-parent home for their children when they get 
older. They may believe the first stage of this is to live with their mate before marriage not 
only to see their dream come true, but to also have that two-parent home already established 
before marriage or children arrive. Another example, is if a child has grown up with two 
parents in the home but the relationship of the parents has been violent, which might have 
resulted in a divorce, the child may have walked away from the divorce believing that his or 
her parents did not get to know each other enough before they married; if they had, they 
would have known each other's behavior patterns and what caused the violence. So, the 
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child may believe that the violence could have been prevented if they had lived together first 
in a non-marital cohabitating relationship; a lot of their problems would either not be a 
current problem or caused them to end their relationship earlier. Roger and White (as cited 
in Boss et al.) believed that a fact or characteristics can be attributed to the nature or natural 
processes of being directed toward an end or shaped by a purpose. The fact that a person 
wants to cohabitate before marriage might be rooted from the nature of a previous 
relationship experience or just by having the natural process to do something different from 
others (i.e., marry before cohabitation) or the normal society traditions. Those who 
cohabitate before marriage can look at cohabitation as being the method for getting to know 
their mate before they marry. Rogers and White (as cited in Boss et al.) concluded that if 
certain criteria are met in a relationship, people will successfully move to the next 
"normative" stage. Living with someone before marrying them allows partners to have a 
chance to get to know each other, so one can move on to a more familiar relationship and 
hopefully a successful marriage (which is usually seen by society as the next "normative" 
stage). 
Exchange and Resource Theory 
Sabatelli and Shehan (as cited in Boss et al., 1993) believed that humans calculate 
their rewards and costs, and consider an alternative before they act. In non-marital 
cohabitating relationships, the partners have to come to some decision before they decide to 
cohabitate, so they should be well aware of what their rewards and costs are before they 
cohabitate. Sabatelli and Shehan indicated that if a reward exceeds its anticipated value, its 
future will diminish. Couples may cohabitate because they feel they know what it takes to 
maintain a relationship, so they would go that extra mile to please their partner by living with 
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their partner before marriage, especially if it feels right to them, if it will make their 
relationship better overall, and if it makes their partner happy. Young adults who cohabitate 
already know their values and beliefs related to cohabitation, but they might not be aware of 
the consequences of cohabitating before marriage. Sabatelli and Shehan believe that humans 
seek rewards and avoid punishments (e.g., consequences). Non-marital couples will 
cohabitate if they feel that the rewards outweigh the consequences. However, it is the cost of 
the relationship that will keep the couple in a happy non-marital cohabitation relationship. 
Sabatelli and Shehan said that based on a person's expectations, humans seek to maximize 
rewards and minimize their costs. 
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CHAPTER 3. REVIEW OF RESEARCH 
History of Cohabitation 
Cohabitation goes back to the history of family-like relationships (e.g. , friends and 
relatives who become so close that they consider one another to be a family member). In 
some ways this is like common law marriage; once you have lived together for a certain 
period of time, you are automatically considered married through common law. With 
cohabitating, once you live together for so long or have established a lengthy relationship, 
you began to consider each other family, and you begin to treat your roommate or friend as if 
s/he has become automatically a part of your family over time. 
In many ways cohabitation resembles old family-like relationships or concubinages. 
Wardle (2004) discusses concubinages, pointing out that in various times in western history 
the law has given various levels of legal status to the partners in a concubinage relationship. 
This is how the rise of common law marriages came about and helped to recognize informal 
marriages. It conformed to a pattern that relationships were more like an informal marriage 
and could be considered common law if the relationships fail in a legal marriage. The 
requirements for common law differed from place to place and relationship to relationship; 
however all the states who "allowed common law agreed with Chancelor Kent that a 
marriage contract 'per verba de presenti ' with words of present consent was valid and 
binding" (Dubler, 1998, p. 1888). 
In a more recent study, Thornton and Demarco (2001) reported that cohabitation and 
no marriage was highly limited in the 1960s, but in recent decades it has became increasingly 
accepting and positive in the United States. Thornton and Demarco said that 
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The attitudes of young people have also become more accepting of unmarried 
cohabitation between the mid-1980s and the 1990s, although this shift has been more 
marked for women than for men. The distribution of attitudes on both items included 
in the Intergenerational Panel Study became significantly more approving of 
unmarried cohabitation among young women but not among young men. The gender 
difference in approval of unmarried cohabitation in the 1980s, however, was so 
substantial that the differential trends in subsequent years still left daughters less 
accepting than sons. Note, however, that the substantial generational gap in 
cohabitation attitudes remained very strong, with at least twice as many sons and 
daughters as mothers approving of it in the early 1990s (p. 1013). 
Racial and Gender Differences Related to Cohabitation 
Cohabitation is not always related to race; however, some racial and gender 
differences might make a difference in why people decide to cohabitate. Also, we need to 
understand why people of different racial backgrounds and gender might have different 
outlooks on future or current cohabitating relationships. London (1991) stated that back in 
the late 1980s, White women were more likely to further their cohabitating relationships into 
marriage than Blacks. On the other hand, Raley (1996) believed that Whites are more likely 
to cohabitate before marriage than Blacks. However, "before marriage" is important here; it 
is possible that Blacks cohabitate without it moving with marriage more than Whites do. 
Raley stated that both of these statements are true: "Blacks are less likely to marry or cohabit 
than Whites and among those who have entered any union, Blacks are more likely than 
Whites to cohabit than to marry" (p. 974). Raley concluded that Whites might be less likely 
to cohabitate than Blacks because of different levels of commitment or their attitudes about 
cohabitation. Raley's research looked at married couples who cohabitated before marriage 
but this omitted all of the Black couples who more often than Whites did not marry. 
Other studies have indicated that 
It is unlikely that the racial differences in behavior are attributable to racial 
differences in attitudes. For example, while Blacks are more likely to cohabit, Whites 
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are more likely to approve of cohabitation. Similarly, whereas Blacks have lower 
marriage than Whites, Blacks are more likely to agree that it was better to be married 
than to remain single (Wendy, 1993, p55). 
Is Cohabitation an Alternative to Marriage or Being Single? 
Some cohabitators may not see cohabitating as an alternative to marriage but rather 
an opportunity for the given moment (e.g., while in college, while finances are low, for 
convenience, or for love). "Young cohabitants, in particular, may not yet have reached a life 
cycle stage in which social pressure or economic or reproductive motivations are sufficient to 
result in a decision to marry" (Spanier, 1986, p. 433). Compared to being single, 
cohabitation should continue as young adults consider themselves to be "too young" to be 
married but rather old enough to jump into a cohabitating relationship with no rush into 
marriage (Heuveline & Timberlake, 2004). 
Manning and Smock (2003) did a qualitative interview study with 115 African-
American, Hispanic, and White young adults to study the transition to cohabitation. They 
found that "Cohabitation for many is more an alternative to being single than a substitute for 
marriage" (p. 29). This is consistent with Rindfuss and VandenHeuvel (1999) that 
"cohabitation in the American context is primarily an alternative to being single" (p. 723). 
Regardless of these statistics, a large number of young couples are choosing cohabitation 
before marriage or as an alternative to marriage (Martin et al., 2001). 
Who Usually Knows About the Cohabitating Relationship? 
Peterman, Ridley, and Anderson (1974) believed that generally the parents are not 
informed of the cohabitating relationship; and they found that only 28% of the males and 
24% of the females in their study said their parents were aware of their cohabitating 
relationship; of their total sample, 25% of the parents were not aware of the cohabitating 
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relationship. Students may not share with their parents that they are cohabitating due to not 
wanting to start a conflict within the family. Peter et al. said future research should look at 
whether or not parents are oblivious to the way their students live in college, as they 
presume, or if the situation is not brought up by the students just to keep harmony within 
their families. 
Regardless whether the college students' parents, friends, or relatives know and/or 
approve of the cohabitating relationship, the college students might be more open to the idea 
ofliving with their college mate if their peers around them are more supportive of the idea 
(Henze & Hudson, 1974). 
Why People Cohabitate 
The reasons reported for non-marital cohabitation vary from financial help to seeing 
if a partner is right for you. Smock (2000) indicated that premarital cohabitation usually is 
linked with lower marital quality and an increased risk for divorce even after some important 
factors (e.g., the age a person decides to marry) have been considered. Some people 
cohabitate to avoid marriage, which is when common law is brought into the picture. 
About 40% of cohabitating units in the United States break up without the couple 
getting married. This tends to occur rather quickly; after about 18 months, half of the 
cohabiting couple have either married or broken up, but 20% of cohabitating couples 
have lived together for at least 5 years. Cohabitating unions last longer when the 
parties have been married before (DeGenova & Rice, 2002, p. 202). 
Although there are negative aspects to cohabitation, cohabitators apparently perceive 
some positive aspects to cohabitating with a partner, since the rates of cohabitating have 
increased so dramatically. Nock (1995) found that, compared to married individuals in 
cohabitation relationships, the unmarried partners were more likely to express lower levels of 
commitment, and lower levels of happiness with their relationship, and to have poorer 
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relationships with their parents. Summary (2004) stated that "cohabitation is very harmful 
for a number of reasons and that there is not a single good reason to cohabit that stands up 
under sociological, psychological, health (either emotional or physical), legal or religious 
scrutiny" (p. 1). This author continued by saying that "those who own Jesus Christ as Lord 
and Savior, only one reason is needed to not cohabitate - that is His disapproval" (p. I). 
Summary concluded that there is no need for more research to clarify or explain, and because 
the seventh commandment prohibits adultery and fornication, that is all that is needed for 
someone to stay away from the sin of cohabitation. 
Solot and Miler (2002) stated that eleven million people in the U.S. are cohabitates, a 
1,000% increase since the 1960s. In the past, more middle-aged and older couples were 
cohabitating, but today young adults between the ages of 20 and 30 are cohabitating more. 
For example, in 2003, "18% of cohabitators were in their 20s, 35% in their 30s, 20% in their 
40s, and 14% in their 50s" (Niolin, 2003). From these statistics, it seems that older people 
(e.g., in their 50s), are less likely to cohabitate than younger people, especially people ages 
30 to 50. Contrary to these statistics, the current researcher believes that the most common 
time for cohabitation is between the ages of 21 and 24, especially for college students. 
A cohabitation agreement called the "Non-marital cohabitation/living together 
agreement," has been created to establish some solid ground rules and reasons that an 
unmarried couple cohabitate. The agreement includes items such as the names of the 
involved parties, the date the person(s) decided on the agreement, whether they entered the 
agreement voluntarily or not, if it is understood that they have never been married, mutual 
promises, disclosure of current financial statuses, division of living expenses, separate and 
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joint property, the commingling of property, and the division of property upon termination 
(Internet Legal Research, 1995-2005). 
Nineteenth century common law marriages were defined through the amount of time 
one had been a couple. In 1809, New York became the first common law state, by Chancelor 
Kent's decision to place an opinion in the Fenton verses Reed Debate. Smock (2000) argued 
that living together is becoming a replacement for marriage, and it tends to be more of a 
short-term arrangement, with only one out of six cohabitations lasting as long as three years. 
"Cohabitation indicates how family life in the United States is being transformed, with legal 
marriage losing its primacy as the manifest center of family ties" (Smock, p. 16). Smock 
says that many of the children born to "single" mothers are actually born into two-parent 
households where the parents cohabitate. The number of single mothers has risen from 6.2 
million to 10 million from 1980 to 1997 in the United States, and their reasons for desiring to 
cohabitate vary from giving their child a stable home with a mom and a dad to getting 
support from the child's father (Martin, Martin, & Martin, 2001). 
Other researchers have argued that although the majority of young adults would like 
to marry someday, it is no longer seen as the only acceptable adult lifestyle (Cunningham & 
Antill, 1994). Cunningham and Antill proposed that cohabitation represents a postponement 
of marriage rather than a rejection of marriage. "Nearly all cohabiters, generally over 90% of 
them reported that they planned to marry someone, if not their current roommate or partner, 
someone else in their lives" (p. 77). They concluded that cohabitation becomes another 
choice in the courtship sequence that could or could not end up in marriage. In addition, 
researchers have suggested that the increase in and greater acceptance of cohabitation are not 
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a direct rejection of the institution of marriage but rather an attempt to seek more assurance 
and stability (Martin et al., 2001). 
Young adults who might have had previous exposure to violent behavior or conflict 
between or with their own parents or authority figures may decide to cohabitate because of 
the exposure they been accustomed to as a young child. Seeing conflict between parents or 
authority figures may affect a person's decision to want to cohabitate before marriage. 
Kozuch and Cooney (1995) found that acceptance of premarital cohabitation was higher 
when adolescents were exposed to significant levels of parental conflict and divorce. These 
researchers suggested that the observance of parental conflict is enough to convince young 
people that cohabitation is a necessity. These researchers also suggested that young people 
view cohabitation as an attempt to determine compatibility and a way of increasing the 
chances of having a successful marriage later. 
"There is a greater acceptance of divorces as well as non-traditional living 
arrangements such as cohabitation. Cohabitation has been an alternative to marriage and has 
increased since the 1960s" (Martin et al., 2001, p. 601). Martin et al. looked at adolescents' 
attitudes toward marriage and their association with cohabitation and premarital sexual 
activities, and found that societal trends indicate ambivalent or unsure attitudes about 
marriage. Since young people have been exposed to the non-traditional living arrangements 
mentioned by Martin et al., they have developed more accepting attitudes toward premarital 
sex as well as cohabitation. Martin et al. used their study as an advertisement for mental 
health professionals to educate young adolescents about the realities of marriage and family 
life. By mentoring and educating youth about the realities of marriage and family life, the 
authors believed that it would prepare them for the critical life events that occur during these 
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situations. Martin et al. stated that since cohabitation is becoming more common these days, 
society is not affecting those people who choose to cohabitate. 
There has been quite a bit of research on the effectiveness of nonmarried unions as 
predictors of future marital success. The National Survey of Families and Households in 
1987 and 1988 looked at unmarried respondents all under the age of 36, and how they felt 
about premarital cohabitation; over half agreed that it would be acceptable for them to live 
with a partner before marriage to find out if they would be compatible for marriage, and 35% 
indicated they definitely desired to do so (DeMaris & Rao, 1972). Sassier (2004) conducted 
open interviews with 25 cohabitators who had lived together for at least 3 months. She found 
that some of her participants stated that they cohabitated for convenience and because of the 
amount of time spent together. One of her participants stated "We were spending so much 
time together anyway, it made sense" (p. 499). This seems to be one of the popular reasons 
that students decide to cohabitate with their partner. Some of the other answers included: "it 
was like we practically lived together anyway," and "it was just easy to move my stuff in 
here anyway." The majority of the respondents felt convenience was the key to cohabitating. 
Though it appears that living together before marriage or outside of marriage has 
become the norm in America, it is still not clear how it is actually viewed by those who are 
experiencing living outside of marriage. Smock (2000) suggested that future research should 
use qualitative methods to ask people what cohabitation means to them based on their race-
ethnicity, gender, and social class. She believed that this approach could help many 
understand any diversity in the definition of cohabitation based on a person's gender, race-
ethnicity, and social class. Junior and senior college students who are experiencing non-
marital cohabitation have not been studied in relation to their values and beliefs, religious 
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preferences, and their race or gender. All of these variables may have an impact on why a 
person cohabitates before marriage during college. More research is needed in studying non-
marital cohabitation. Thornton and DeMarco (2001) stated a generation gap exists related to 
unmarried cohabitation. The current study attempted to find out how young college adults 
perceive cohabitation in relation to their race, religion, and gender. 
Research Questions 
The purpose of this research was to study young college adults' perception toward 
cohabitation in relation to their race, religion, and gender. Based on the previous research, 
the following question was asked: 
1. Do race, gender, and religion have any relationship to college students' decision 
to cohabitate? 
Independent and Dependent Variables 
College students' perception towards cohabitation is the dependent variables for this 
study. The independent variables originally were race, religion, and gender. However, due 
to the small number of Blacks (African-Americans), race was with a matched paired t-test. 
The focus was changed because of the small sample of Blacks (African-Americans), and 
from that point on the focus was on the impact of gender and religion. The researcher had 
predicted that college adults' perceptions towards non-marital cohabitation might be affected 
by their race, religion, and or gender, which in result should have an effect on the reasons 
why college students cohabitate. 
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College Adults Perceptions 
Towards Cohabitation 
Figure!. Analytic model: Influence of college adults ' perception towards non-
marital cohabitation, and the reasons why they cohabitate while in college. 
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CHAPTER4. METHODOLOGY 
Research Participants 
The participants in this research were 115 young adults under the age of 25 except for 
seven over age 25 (three aged 26, three over 30, and one over 40). They were classified as 
undergraduates (freshman, sophomore, junior or seniors) at a Midwestern state university. 
All subjects were cohabitating with a partner, lover, or significant other in a heterosexual 
relationship while enrolled in college. No limitations were placed on how long the person 
could have been cohabitating or otherwise involved in the relationship. The racial 
breakdown included 8 (7%) Blacks (African-Americans), 93 (81.6%) Whites (Caucasians), 7 
(6.2%) Hispanics, and 6 (5.3%) said other. Religious backgrounds included: 33 (28.9%) 
Catholic, 23 (20%) Lutheran, 13 (11 %) Christian, 10 (8.8%) Methodist, 8 (7%) Baptist, 4 
(3.5%) Presbyterian, 4 (3.5%) Methodist-Episcopal, 4 (3.5%) none, 3 (2.6%) Church of 
Christ, 1 each (.9%) were Jewish, Islam/ Muslim, Latter Day, Non-denominational, Deist, 
Agonistic, Atheist, and 8 (7%) said other. Only one partner from one household was 
involved in this study. 
Research Instrumentation 
A cohabitation questionnaire (see Appendix A) was adapted from a previous 
questionnaire by Wiersma (1983). The original survey, "Cohabitating Couples Survey," was 
comprised of 53 questions such as how many nights a week one stays with a cohabitant 
partner, and if other people are in your home who stays with you and your cohabitant partner. 
This survey was used in a cross-national study which Wiersma published in her book 
Cohabitation. an Alternative to Marriage (1983). Wiersma' s survey was adapted from a 
questionnaire developed by Cole in 1977. 
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The questionnaire for this study rated the participants' feelings towards the 
cohabitation partner, how long they had cohabitated, if they recommended cohabitation to 
another couple, how long they planned to cohabitate with their partner, their religious beliefs 
about cohabitation, how they viewed cohabitation, and their personal definition of 
cohabitation. In addition, subjects completed a demographic questionnaire related to age, 
year in school, gender, race/ethnicity, and religion. The questionnaire took about 15 to 20 
minutes to complete, and consisted of thirty-four short answer questions (i.e., questions that 
had either multiple choice or "fill-in-the blank" responses). 
Procedure 
After receiving approval from the program of study committee and the Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) for human subjects' approval, the researcher requested approval from 
instructors of a variety of upper and lower level university classes based mainly on class size. 
Following approval from the instructors, the researcher took a week to visit these classes to 
give information regarding the study and to solicit participants. An introduction was given 
on what was being studied and the purpose of the study. The researcher stated that the 
questionnaires were anonymous. The researcher passed out a consent form to be signed by 
those who were willing to participate in the study before they completed the questionnaire. 
The individual consent form (see Appendix B) detailed specifics about the study. The 
participants were told that involvement in this study was voluntary and that they could quit at 
any time. After getting signatures, the consent forms were collected and the questionnaires 
were given to each student who had signed a consent form. The questionnaires were due one 
class period from the day it was passed out in that particular lecture. For example, if the 
questionnaire was passed out on a Monday, the researcher was there on Wednesday the next 
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class period to collect it. Although only cohabitators were desired for the current study, the 
IRB required the researcher to also pass out questionnaires to all students who desired to 
participate, so those who were not cohabitators were tested as well but that data were not 
included in this report. 
Once the questionnaires had been collected, the questionnaires were sorted into those 
completed by cohabitants and those completed by non-cohabitants. Of the 835 participants 
who completed questionnaires, 720 (86%) were non-cohabitators or cohabitators who were 
married, and 115 (14%) were cohabitators who were not married. 
The "Non-Marital Cohabitation" questionnaires from current cohabitators were 
coded, analyzed statistically, and the results and discussion sections were written. After the 
study was finalized, the researcher sent a brief summary (Debriefing Form, see Appendix C) 
of the research in an e-mail to those students who had requested such a summary of the 
findings by completing the e-mail option on the consent form. 
The debriefing form summarized specifics about the study (the introduction, the 
purpose, who was needed, and how the participants helped determine the findings or results). 
Data Collection and Analysis 
The quantitative data collected for this study were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 13.0. Based on the research questions 
presented, an independent sample t-test, and a matched-pair t-test were used to analyze the 
data. A few questions were analyzed using crosstabulations since they could not be assessed 
as t tests; crosstabulation results for race and gender were also illustrated graphically. 
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The qualitative data were analyzed by using qualitative methods. The data were 
analyzed and separated based on the same or similar answers. The following five questions 
were analyzed qualitatively: 
1. How did you come to your decision to cohabitate with your partner? 
2. How did you meet your cohabitating partner? 
3. What are your religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation? 
4. What is your personal definition of cohabitation? 
5. Would you rather keep the "cohabitant relationship" title or would you rather have 
the "married" title? Why? 
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CHAPTER 5. RES UL TS AND DISCUSSION 
Cohabitation is on the rise, and society is beginning to accept it more. Although we 
have some information about older couples who cohabitate, we need to be more aware of the 
reasons and dynamics related to younger, traditional-aged college students who cohabitate. 
The purpose of this research was to study how young college adults perceive cohabitation in 
relation to their race, religion, and gender. All of the total numbers and percentages in the 
following sections are based on the number of participants who responded to that particular 
question. 
Quantitative Results and Discussion 
Descriptive Statistics 
The participants for this study were 115 students in a large Midwestern university 
who were freshmen, sophomores, juniors or seniors in college. In order to participate in this 
part of the study the students had to currently be in a cohabitating relationship; 45 (39.5%) 
were males and 70 (60.9%) were females. 
Out of 115 cohabitating students, 4 (3.4%) were freshman, 9 (7.8%) were 
sophomores, 30 were juniors, and 69 (60%) were seniors. This seems to confirm the notion 
that more college students cohabitate in their junior and senior years of college. This may be 
due to the fact that college students usually live in the dorm for one or two years of college. 
Although a purpose of this study was to look at race, there were only eight Black 
(African-American) participants in this study. As later results will show, based on the 
limitations of the members there was not a significant difference for race; however there 
were differences for gender. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the total group 
(N=l 15) and for males and females separately as well. Although cohabitation increases with 
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age up to age 21, the result is curvilinear. As shown in Table 1, there is both an increase in 
the number cohabitating up to 21 and a decrease after age 21. One could ask were there 
fewer students sampled in their categories around the mean? 
Since the number of Black (African-American) participants was so small (n=8), 8 
White (Caucasian) subjects were selected to serve as matched pairs with the 8 Black 
(African-American) subjects. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics for the total group of 
matched pairs (n=l6) with further breakdown by race (Blacks [African-American] and 
Whites [Caucasian]). The characteristics of the 8 matched pairs were matched on gender and 
religion as nearly as possible (there were not enough White Baptists to match the Black 
Baptists, so the religion deemed to be closest to Baptists was selected). Thus religion and 
gender were eliminated from this analysis, which focused on race. Table 2 also shows the 
age and year in school for the 16 individuals in the 8 matched pairs. 
While cohabitating often is looked at as a negative thing to do, it also is seen in a 
positive aspect. Out of 115 students who completed the survey, 48 (41.7%) students said 
they would recommend it and 31(27.0%) said that they would highly recommend it to 
another couple; 73(62.5%) students said they were very happy about being in their 
cohabitation relationship; 82 (71.3%) students said they felt very happy about their 
cohabitation partner; 46 (40.7%) students viewed cohabitation as a very good choice, and 56 
(48.7%) students viewed cohabitation as somewhat a good choice. 
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Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics for Cohabitating Females and Males 
Category Total Group (N=115) Females (n=69) Males (n=45) 
N (%) n (%) n (%) 
Race 
Black (African-American) 8 (7.1%) 6 (5.3%) 2 (1.8%) 
White (Caucasian) 93 ( 81.6%) 54 (47.4%) 39 (34.2%) 
Hispanic 7 (6.2%) 5 (4.4%) 2 (1 .8%) 
Other 6 (5.3%) 4 (3.5%) 2 (1 .8%) 
Missing Data 1 (.9%) 1(.9%) 0 
Total 114 (100%) 69 (60.5%) 45 (39.5%) 
Age 
18 2 (2.6%) 2 (1 .7%) 1 (.9%) 
19 4 (3.5%) 3 (2.6%) 1 (.9%) 
20 12 (10.4%) 10 (8.7%) 2(1 .7%) 
21 34 (47.2%) 21 (18.3%) 13 (28.9%) 
22 32 (27.8%) 20 (17.4%) 12 (10.4%) 
23 12 (10.5%) 1 (.9%) 11 (9.6%) 
24 8 (6.9%) 6 (5.2%) 2 (1 .7%) 
25 3 (2.6%) 2 (1.7%) 1 (.9%) 
Over 25 7 (6%) 5 (4.3%) 2 (1 .7%) 
Total 115 (100%) 70 (60.9%) 45 (39.1%) 
Year in School 
Freshman 4 (3.6%) 2 (1.8%) 2 (1.8%) 
Sophomore 9 (5.4%) 6 (2.7%) 3 (2.7%) 
Junior 30 (26.8%) 25 (22.3%) 5 (4.5%) 
Senior 68 (60.7&) 36 (32.1%) 32 (28.6%) 
Total 4 (3.6%) 2 (1.8%) 2 (1.8%) 
Missing Data 115(100%) 69 (61.6%) 43 (38.4%) 
Religion 
Baptist 8 (7.0%) 4 (3.5%) 4 (3.5 %) 
Buddhist 1 (.9%) 1 (.9%) 0 
Catholic 33 (28. 9%) 23 (20.2%) 10 (8.8%) 
Christian 13(11.4%) 7(6.1 %) 6 (5.3%) 
Church of Christ 3 (2.6%) 2 (1.8%) 1 (.9%) 
Islam I Muslim 1 (.9%) 0 1 (.9%) 
Jewish 1 (.9%) 1 (.9%) 0 
Latter Day 1 (.9%) 0 1 (.9%) 
Lutheran 23 (20.2%) 11 (9.6%) 12 (10.5%) 
Methodist - Episcopal 4 (3.5%) 3 (2.6%) 1 (.9%) 
Methodist 10 (8.8%) 7(6.1%) 3 (2.6%) 
Presbyterian 4 (3.5%) 3 (2.6%) 1 (.9%) 
Other 8 (7.0%) 4 (3.5%) 4 (3.5%) 
None 4 (3.5%) 3 (2.6%) 1 (.9%) 
Total 114 (100%) 69 (60.5%) 45 (39.5%) 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics for the 8 Blacks and 8 Whites Match-Pairs 
Category Total Group Blacks (African-American) Whites (Caucasian) 
{n=16} {n=8} {n=8} 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Gender 
Females 12 (75%) 6 (37.5%) 6 (37.5%) 
Males 4 (25%) 2 (12.5%) 2 (12.5%) 
Total 16 (100%) 8 (50.0%) 8 (50.0%) 
Age 
18 0 0 0 
19 1 (6.3%) 1 (6.3%) 0 
20 4 (25.1%) 1 (6.3%) 3 (18.8%) 
21 2 (12.6%) 1 (6.3%) 1 (6.3%) 
22 4 (25%) 2 (12.5%) 2 (12.5%) 
23 1 (6.3%) 0 1 (6.3%) 
24 3 (18.8%) 2 (12.5%) 1 (6.3%) 
25 0 0 0 
Over25 1 (6.3%) 1 (6.3%) 0 
Total 16 (100%) 8 (50.0%) 8 (50.0%) 
Year in School 
Freshman 0 0 0 
Sophomore 1 (6.7%) 1 (6.7%) 0 
Junior 9 (60%) 5 (33.3%) 4 (26.7%) 
Senior 5 (33.4%) 1 (6.7%) 4 (26.7%) 
Missing Data 1 (6.7%) 1 (6.7%) 0 
Total 16 (100%) 8 (53.4%) 8 (53.4%) 
Religion 
Baptist 8 (50.0%) 6 (37.5%) 2 (12.5%) 
Catholic 0 0 0 
Christian 2 (12.6%) 1 (6.3%) 1 (6.3%) 
Church of Christ 0 0 2 (12.5%) 
Islam I Muslim 0 0 2 (12.5%) 
Latter Day 0 0 0 
Lutheran 0 0 0 
Methodist- 0 0 0 
Episcopal 
Methodist 0 0 0 
Presbyterian 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 
None 2 (12.6%) 1 (6.3%) 1 (6.3%) 
Total 16 (100%) 8 (50.0%) 8 (50.0 %) 
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Independent Sample t test for Gender 
Since it was clear that the total group of subjects could not be compared on race due 
to the low number of Black (African-American) subjects, independent sample t tests were 
calculated for the entire sample for most variables, based on gender. The results of these 
t tests showed few significant differences based on gender (see Table 3). However, the few 
differences that were found made complete sense based on what we know about gender 
differences. Females were significantly happier than males about their cohabitation partner, 
t (1, 113) = -2.874,p < .01. Additionally females were significantly happier than males 
about being in a cohabitating relationship, t (1 , 113) = -2.867,p <.01. 
In addition, males and females approached significant difference on two other 
variables, which were the weeks a night, on average, they cohabited with their partner (p < 
.080) and how committed one was to staying together with their cohabitating partner (p 
<.081). 
Males and females report viewing cohabitation in similar ways except for the 
differences dealing with happiness related to the partner and about living in a cohabitant 
relationship. This seems logical because women tend to be happier about being in their 
cohabitating relationship and about their cohabitating partner if they have spent a lot of time 
in the relationship. In other words, people who are happy with their cohabitating partner are 
more likely to be happy about being in their cohabitating relationship and the time spent in 
the cohabitating relationship. Likewise, people who enjoy their cohabiting relationship are 
more likely to be satisfied and happy with their cohabiting partner. 
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Table 3 
Independent Sample t test for Gender 
Variable Gender n Mean SD t value 
TimeinCohab Male 45 13.755 30.148 -1.574 
Female 69 24.029 39.331 
F eelboutpartner Male 45 3.244 1.047 -2.874** 
Female 70 3.742 0.629 
Happincohab Male 45 3.155 1.043 -2.867** 
Female 70 3.628 0.725 
Recomcohab Male 45 2.733 0.889 -1.499 
Female 70 2.985 0.876 
Religfaith Male 45 9.155 6.215 0.367 
Female 69 8.710 6.412 
Religimpac Male 44 1.204 0.509 -1.034 
Female 69 1.304 0.494 
Viewcohab Male 45 3.160 0.706 -1.907 
Female 68 3.400 0.626 
Wksanightcohab Male 44 6.000 1.599 -1.765 
Female 68 6.470 1.215 
Leavingpart Male 44 1.431 0.873 0.650 
Female 70 1.328 0.793 
Disagreeresults Male 44 1.613 1.016 0.638 
Female 70 1.500 0.863 
Commit2staying Male 45 3.577 0.690 -1.767 
Female 70 3.800 0.604 
Howlong2cohab Male 35 46.628 48.420 0.044 
Female 56 46.178 47.730 
Reasons A Male 43 3.581 1.219 -0.815 
Female 70 3.771 1.193 
ReasonsB Male 43 4.418 0.879 0.112 
Female 70 4.400 0.840 
ReasonsC Male 43 3.558 1.220 0.432 
Female 70 3.457 1.200 
ReasonsD Male 43 3.814 1.239 -0.561 
Female 70 3.942 1.153 
ReasonsE Male 43 2.930 1.183 -0.230 
Female 70 2.985 1.279 
ReasonsF Male 43 2.976 1.184 0.366 
Female 67 2.895 1.102 
ReasonsG Male 43 3.046 1.132 0.461 
Female 70 2.942 1.178 
ReasonsH Male 43 3.255 1.135 1.706 
Female 70 2.871 1.178 
Ugetasmuch Male 44 4.136 1.047 -1.160 
Female 69 4.362 0.984 
Gdbdfeel Male 44 2.681 0.561 -1.435 
Female 70 2.828 0.480 
** p <.01 (2-tailed); * p <.05 (2-tailed) 
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Also, people who have spent a great amount of time in their cohabitating relationship 
and with their partner are more likely to be happy in their relationship and about their 
cohabitating partner. 
Matched-Paired t test for Race 
Due to the small number of cohabitating Blacks (African-American) who participated 
in the study, a matched-pairs t test was used to compare the 8 Blacks (African-American) 
with 8 Whites (Caucasian) matched on gender and religion (see Table 4). The results for the 
matched paired t test showed no difference between the Blacks (African-American) and 
Whites (Caucasian) matched on gender and religion. These results are not surprising since 
the numbers were so low. 
Correlations 
A Pearson product moment correlation matrix (see Appendix D) was estimated to 
view the overall relationships among the variables in this study. Age was positively 
correlated with year in school, and negatively correlated with having cohabitated prior to 
their current cohabitating relationship, having a child from a previous relationship, and 
sharing a health policy with their current cohabitating partner. This makes sense because the 
older one is, the higher grade you are likely to be in, but it is less clear why older students 
were less likely to have had a child from a previous relationship, less likely to share a health 
policy, and less likely to have cohabitated before. 
Gender correlations confirmed t test results. Further, school year was positively 
correlated with maintaining a facility separate from your cohabitating partner, and negatively 
correlated with how you feel about your partner. This shows that the older you are, the more 
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Table 4 
Matched-Paired t test for Race 
Variable Race n Mean SD t value 
TimeinCohab Blacks 7 16.285 36.040 -0.525 
Whites 8 27.250 43.696 
Feelboutpartner Blacks 8 3.750 0.462 0.000 
Whites 8 3.750 0.462 
Happincohab Blacks 8 3.625 0.517 0.386 
Whites 8 3.500 0.755 
Recomcohab Blacks 8 2.375 0.916 -0.505 
Whites 8 2.625 1.060 
Religimpac Blacks 8 1.625 0.744 1.717 
Whites 8 1.125 0.353 
Viewcohab Blacks 8 3.130 0.835 -0.632 
Whites 8 3.380 0.744 
Wksanightcohab Blacks 6 6.500 1.224 -1.000 
Whites 8 7.000 0.000 
Leavingpart Blacks 7 1.857 1.463 0.821 
Whites 8 1.375 0.744 
Disagreeresults Blacks 7 2.142 1.069 0.242 
Whites 8 2.000 1.195 
Commit2staying Blacks 8 3.750 0.707 0.344 
Whites 8 3.625 0.744 
Howlong2cohab Blacks 8 39.625 48.907 -0.944 
Whites 8 62.875 49.591 
ReasonsA Blacks 7 3.857 1.463 0.185 
Whites 8 3.750 0.707 
ReasonsB Blacks 7 4.142 0.690 -0.296 
Whites 8 4.250 0.707 
ReasonsC Blacks 7 3.857 1.112 0.395 
Whites 8 3.750 0.886 
ReasonsD Blacks 7 3.714 1.112 -0.069 
Whites 8 3.750 0.886 
ReasonsE Blacks 7 3.000 1.632 -0.157 
Whites 8 3.125 1.457 
ReasonsF Blacks 6 3.166 0.408 0.971 
Whites 8 2.625 1.505 
ReasonsG Blacks 7 3.000 1.290 0.182 
Whites 8 2.875 1.356 
ReasonsH Blacks 7 3.714 0.951 0.786 
Whites 8 3.250 1.281 
Ugetasmuch Blacks 7 4.000 1.527 -0.931 
Whites 8 4.625 1.060 
Gdbdfeel Blacks 7 2.714 0.755 -0.112 
Whites 8 2.750 0.462 
** p <.01 (2-tailed); * p <.05 (2-tailed) 
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likely you are to maintain or live in a separate facility from your cohabitating partner, and the 
less likely you are to feel happy about your partner. 
The amount of time spent in the cohabitating relationship was negatively correlated 
with sharing a child with your current cohabitating partner, having a child from a previous 
relationship, sharing a checking account, savings account, insurance, a car, and joint taxes. 
The less time you have spent in a cohabitating relationship, the more likely you are to share a 
child with your current cohabitating partner and have a child from a previous relationship. 
You are also more likely to share a checking, savings, insurance, joint taxes, and a car with 
your current cohabitating partner. This makes sense because in any relationship, the more 
likely you are to share things with your partner. 
How you feel about your partner was negatively correlated with thinking of leaving 
your partner and positively correlated with committed to staying in the relationship, how 
much you feel you get out of the relationship, and having good feelings about your 
relationship. The happier you are about your current cohabitating partner, the less likely you 
are to leave them, and the more likely you are to be committed to staying in the relationship, 
to feel you get as much out of your relationship as you put into it, and to want your 
relationship to be permanent. 
How happy you are about being in a cohabitating relationship negatively correlated 
with whether or not you ever thought about leaving your partner, and positively correlated 
with committed to staying, how much you feel you get out of the relationship, and having a 
good feeling about your relationship. The happier you are about being in a cohabitating 
relationship, the less likely you are to think about leaving your partner, and the more 
committed you are to staying in the relationship, the more you feel you get as much out of 
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the your relationship as you put in it , and the more likely you are to want your relationship to 
be permanent. 
Recommend cohabitation to another couple is negatively correlated with planning to 
have a child with your current cohabitating partner, sharing household items with your 
cohabitating partner, having thoughts about leaving your partner, and having a disagreement 
with your partner results in a mutual agreement; it was positively correlated with committed 
to staying in the relationship, how you view your cohabitating relationship, whether or not 
you keep all your items separate from your partner, staying in your relationship to see if it 
works, to express your love for one another, and having a good feeling about your 
relationship. If you plan to have a child with your current partner, do not share household 
items with your partner, thought about ever leaving your partner, and have had disagreements 
with your partner where you end up never disagreeing, you are less likely to recommend 
cohabitating to another couple. However, if you are committed to staying in your 
relationship, keep all your items separate from your partner, and you view your cohabitating 
relationship as a good choice, you are more likely to recommend cohabitation to another 
couple. Also, if you recommend cohabitation to another couple, you are more than likely in 
the relationship to see if it would work, express your love for one another, and the more 
likely you are to want your relationship to be permanent. 
How a person views their cohabitating relationship was positively correlated with 
keeping all of your items separate from your partner, committed to staying in the 
relationship, being in the relationship to express your love for one another, feeling you get as 
much out of the relationship as you put into it, and having a good feeling about your 
relationship; it was negatively correlated with planning to have a child with your partner, 
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your partner dated outside the cohabitating relationship, thinking about leaving your partner, 
and sharing a checking account or household items with your partner. It seems that if a 
person views their cohabitating relationship as a very good choice, they are more likely to 
keep all of their items separate from their partner, likely to staying committed to the 
relationship, to be in the relationship to express their love for one another, to feel they get out 
of their relationship as much as they put into the relationship, and the more likely they are to 
want the relationship to be permanent. 
Having a child from a previous relationship was positively correlated with sharing 
insurance, a health policy, and a car with your partner. If one has children from a previous 
relationship, s/he is more likely to share insurance, a health policy, and a car with the current 
cohabitating partner. 
How long you plan to cohabitate with your partner was negatively correlated with 
sharing a car with your partner and thinking about leaving your partner, and positively 
correlated with committed to staying in the relationship. If you plan to cohabitate with your 
partner longer, the less likely you are to share a car with your partner, and the less likely you 
are to ever think about leaving your partner, but the more you are likely to staying committed 
to the relationship. 
Sharing insurance with your partner was positively correlated with sharing joint taxes 
with your partner; household items, a savings account, and a car; and negatively correlated 
with keeping all your items separate from your current cohabitating partner. So, the more 
likely you are to have a shared insurance policy with your partner, the more likely you are to 
sharing other things and the less likely you are to keeping all your items separate form your 
partner. 
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Dating outside your cohabitating relationship was positively correlated with your 
partner dating outside the relationship, with practical convenience of living together, with 
expressing your love for one another, having sex regularly, disagreement resulting in a 
mutual agreement, being committed to staying in the relationship, feeling you get out of the 
relationship as much as you put into it, and having a good feeling about the relationship; it 
was negatively correlated with thinking of leaving your partner. If since you began living 
with your cohabitant you have dated outside your relationship, your partner is also more 
likely to do so too, and you are more likely to live with your partner for convenience, have 
sex on a regular basis, live together to express your love for one another, disagreements 
result in mutual agreements, you are more committed to staying in the relationship, you are 
likely to feel you get out of it as much as you put into relationship, and you want your 
relationship to be permanent. If you have dated outside of your cohabitating relationship, 
you are less likely to think about ever leaving your partner. 
Ever thought about leaving your partner was positively correlated with disagreements 
with your partner resulting in a mutual agreement, being in the relationship to express your 
love for one another, feeling you get out of the relationship as much as you put in it, and 
having a good feeling about the relationship. If since you began living with your partner you 
thought of leaving your partner, you are more likely to have no disagreements, are in the 
relationship to express your love for one another, feel you get out of it as much as you put 
into the relationship, and the more likely you are to want your relationship to be permanent. 
Being in the relationship to find out if it would work was positively correlated with 
being in the relationship for practical convenience, finding stability, expressing your love for 
one another, finding self-fulfillment, finding a sense of belonging, and having sex regularly. 
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Being in the relationship for practical convenience was positively correlated with 
finding stability, expressing your love for one another, avoiding loneliness, finding self-
fulfillment, finding a sense of belonging, and having sex regularly. Being in the relationship 
to find stability was positively correlated with expressing your love for one another, avoiding 
loneliness, finding self-fulfillment, finding a sense of belonging, and having sex regularly. 
Being in the relationship to express your love for one another was positively 
correlated with avoiding loneliness, finding self-fulfillment, finding a sense of belonging, 
having sex regularly, feeling you get out of the relationship as much as you put in the 
relationship, and having a good feeling about the relationship. Being in the relationship to 
avoid loneliness was positively correlated with finding self-fulfillment, finding a sense of 
belonging, and having sex regularly. Being in the relationship to find self-fulfillment was 
positively correlated with finding a sense of belonging and having sex regularly. 
Crosstabulations by Gender 
Because some of the data could not be assessed using t test, crosstabs were 
performed. When asked "Did you ever cohabite with an opposite sex person before you 
began living with your current partner," of 114 participants that answered this question, 7 
(6%) males and 9 (7.8%) females said they did cohabitate prior to their current cohabitating 
relationship, and 60 (52.6%) females and 38 (33%) males said they did not. The vast 
majority, both male and female, had not previously cohabitated and there were no significant 
differences for gender (see Appendix E, Table 8). 
When asked how many such cohabitants they had had, 4 (3.5%) males and 7 (6%) 
females said they had cohabitated with one opposite sex partner prior to their current 
cohabitating relationship; 1 (8%) male and 1 (8%) female said they had cohabitated with two 
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different opposite sex partners prior to their current cohabitating relationship; and 1 male said 
he had cohabitated with four different opposite sex partners prior to his current cohabitating 
relationship (see Appendix E, Table 9). 
When asked "At the moment, do you or does your cohabitant maintain a separate 
living facility somewhere else," of 114 respondents, 8 (7%) males and 17 (14.9%) females 
said they do maintain a separate living facility, 8 (7%) males and 7 (6%) females said their 
cohabitant maintains a separate facility, 28 (24.5%) said that neither of them maintain a 
separate facility, and 3 (2.6%) females said other, which could mean a cohabitating partner is 
out of the country, in the military, on a study abroad, or a national student exchange at the 
current time. 
Overall it seems that more females either do maintain a separate facility from their 
current cohabitating partner or the females stated that neither them or their current 
cohabitating partner maintain a separate living facility from each other (see Appendix E, 
Table 10). 
When asked "Do you plan to have a child with your current cohabitating partner," out 
of 112 respondents, 17 (15%) males and 35 (31 %) females said they planned to, 9 (8%) 
males and 10 (8.9%) females said they did not plan to, and 19 (16.9%) males and 22 (19.6%) 
females said they were not sure or maybe they planned on having a child with their current 
cohabitating partner (see Appendix E, Table 11). 
When asked if cohabitators had a child from a previous relationship, of 115 
respondents, none of the males and only 3 (2.6%) of the females said they did have a child 
from a previous relationship; all the others reported that they did not (see Appendix E, Table 
12). 
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When asked if the cohabitator's share a child with their current cohabitating partner, 
of 115 participants who responded, no males and 3 (2.6%) females said they did share a child 
with their current cohabitating partner, and the rest of group said they did not (see Appendix 
E, Table 13). 
When asked if cohabitator's plan to marry their current cohabitating partner, of 115 
respondents, 27 (23%) males and 56 (48.6%) females said "Yes," they planned to marry their 
current cohabiting partner; 6 (5%) males and 5 (4%) females said "No," they did not plan to 
marry their current cohabitating partner; and 12 (10%) males and 9 (7.8%) females said they 
were "Not sure or maybe" they would marry their current cohabitating partner (see Appendix 
E, Table 14). 
When asked about items obtained or purchased jointly within their current 
cohabitating relationship, of 115 respondents, 8 (6.9%) males and 10 (8.6%) females said 
they shared a checking account with their cohabitating partner, and 37 (32%) males and 60 
(52%) females said they do not; 5 (4.3%) males and 9 (7.8%) females said they do share a 
savings account with their cohabitating partner, and 40 (34.7%) males and 61 (53%) females 
said they did not; 3 (2.6%) males and 9 (7.8%) females said they do share an insurance 
policy with cohabitating partner, and 42 (36.5%) males and 61 (53%) females said they did 
not; 2 (1.7%) males and 3 (2.6%) females said that they do shared a health policy with their 
cohabitating partner, and 43 (37%) males and 67 (58%) females said they did not; 1 (.8%) 
male and 10 (8.6%) females said they do share a car with their cohabitating partner, and 44 
(38%) males and 60 (52%) females said they did not share a car; 29 (25%) males and 45 
(39%) females said they do share household items with their cohabitating partner, and 16 
(13.9%) males and 25 (21.7%) females said they did not. When asked if the participants file 
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joint taxes, 1 (.8%) male and 3 (2.6%) females said they do file joint income taxes, and 44 
(38%) males and 67 (58%) females said they do not file joint income taxes with their 
cohabitating partner. When asked if the participants keep all of their items separate from 
their cohabitating partner, 12 (10%) males and 22 (19%) females said that they did, and 33 
(28.6%) males and 48 (41.7%) females said they did not. When asked ifthe participants 
shared all of their items jointly, 1 (.8%) male and no females said they shared all of their 
items with their cohabitating partner jointly, and 44 (38%) males and 77 (66.9%) females 
said they do not share anything jointly with their cohabitating partner (see Appendix E, Table 
15). 
When asked "Which of the following people know that you are cohabitating," of the 
114 respondents, 40 (35%) males and 64 (56%) females said their parents knew; and 4 
(3.5%) males and 6 (5.2%) females said their parents did not know they were currently 
cohabitating. When asked if their parents approved of the relationship as it exists now, 36 
(31.5%) males and 52 (45.6%) females said their parents approve, and 4 (3.5%) males and 12 
(10.5%) females said their parents disapprove. Of course, the 10 (8. 7%) parents who did not 
know could not approve or disapprove (see Appendix E, Table 16). 
Of 114 respondents who answered about who knew they were cohabitating, 43 
(37.7%) males, and 70 (61 %) females said their friends knew; 1 (.8%) male said their friends 
did not know; 40 (35%) males said their friends approve, and 65 (57%) of the females said 
their friends approve; and 3 (2.6%) of the males and 5 (4.3%) of the females said their 
friends disapprove (see Appendix E, Table 17). 
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Crosstabulations by Race, Using the 8 Matched-Pairs 
The following section does not have percentages because of the small number of 
participants measured on race. 
When asked "Did you ever cohabitate with an opposite sex person before you began 
living with your current partner," all but one for each racial group said they had not 
cohabitated prior to their current cohabitating relationship (see Appendix E, Table 18). 
When asked how many such cohabitants they had had, only two answered they had 
indeed lived with a person of the opposites sex before their current cohabitating partner; 1 
Black (African-American) person had cohabitated with four different opposite sex partners 
prior to their current cohabitating relationship, and 1 White (Caucasian) person had 
cohabitated prior to their current cohabitating relationship with over five different opposite 
sex partners (see Appendix E, Table 19). 
When asked "At the moment, do you or does your cohabitant maintain a separate 
living facility somewhere else," of 15 cohabitators who answered this questions, 3 said they 
do maintain a separate facility (2 Blacks [African-Americans], and 1 White [Caucasian]), 1 
(White [Caucasian]) said their cohabitant maintains a separate facility, 9 ( 4 Blacks [African-
Americans] and 5 Whites [Caucasians]) said neither of them maintain a separate facility, and 
one of each race said "other," which could mean someone's cohabitating partner is out of the 
country, in the military, on a study abroad, or a national student exchange at the current time 
(see Appendix E, Table 20). 
When asked about having a child with their current cohabitating partner, 8 (3 Blacks 
[African-Americans] and 5 Whites [Caucasian]) said yes they planned to, 2 Blacks (African-
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Americans) said they no they did not plan to, and 5 (3 Blacks [African-Americans] and 2 
Whites [Caucasian]) said they were not sure or maybe (see Appendix E, Table 21). 
When asked if cohabitators had a child from a previous relationship, no one said yes 
(see Appendix E, Table 22). 
When asked if the cohabitators share a child with their current cohabitating partner, 1 
White (Caucasian) said they did; none of the Blacks (African-Americans) said they shared a 
child with their current cohabitating partner (see Appendix E, Table 23). 
When asked if cohabitators plan to marry their current cohabitating partner, 5 Blacks 
(African-Americans) said "Yes," 1 said "No", and two were "Not sure or maybe;" 7 Whites 
(Caucasians) said they planned to and 1 said they did not plan to marry their cohabitatating 
partner (see Appendix E, Table 24). 
When asked if about items that were obtained or purchased jointly in their current 
cohabitating relationship, 4 Blacks (African-Americans) and 2 Whites (Caucasians) said they 
shared a checking account with their partner; 2 Blacks (African-Americans) and 3 Whites 
(Caucasians) said they share a savings account with their cohabitating partner; all 8 Blacks 
(African-Americans) and 5 Whites (Caucasians) said they did not share an insurance policy 
with their cohabitating partner; no Blacks (African-Americans) and all but 1 White 
(Caucasian) participant said that they shared a health policy with their cohabitating partner 
(see Appendix E, Table 25). 
All of the Blacks (African-Americans) and all but 2 of the White (Caucasian) 
participants said that they do not share a car with their cohabitating partner, 2 Blacks 
(African-Americans) and 7 White (Caucasians) said they shared household items with their 
partner, and 1 said they did not. When asked if the participants file joint taxes, all 8 of the 
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Blacks and 7 of the Whites said they did not file joint income taxes. When asked if the 
participants keep all of their items separate from their cohabitating partner, 3 Black (African-
American) and 1 White (Caucasian) participant said they did. When asked if the participants 
shared all of the items jointly, none of the participants said they shared all things with their 
cohabitating partner (see Appendix E, Table 25). 
When asked who knew they were cohabitating, 6 Blacks (African-Americans), and 8 
White (Caucasians) said their parents knew; 5 of the Blacks (African-Americans) said their 
parent's approve and 1 of the Blacks (African-Americans) said their parents disapprove; 6 of 
the Whites (Caucasians) said their parents approve, and 2 of the Whites (Caucasians) said 
their parents disapprove (see Appendix E, Table 26). 
Concerning friends, 7 Blacks (African-Americans) and 8 Whites (Caucasians) said 
their friends knew; 7 of the Blacks (African-Americans), and 7 of the Whites (Caucasians) 
said their friends approve; 1 of the Whites (Caucasians) said their friends disapprove (see 
Appendix E, Table 27). 
Qualitative Results and Discussion 
The qualitative section of this research consisted of several open ended questions to 
which the respondent could respond with as much detail as desired. When looking at the 
qualitative questions, race, religion, or gender were not considered in the analysis; rather the 
group was examined as a whole. These questions (numbers 11, 12, 14b, 15, and 33) dealt 
with how college students come to cohabitate, specifically how and where they met their 
partner, how they define cohabitation, how they came to the decision to cohabitate, their 
religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation, and if they would rather keep their current 
"cohabitant relationship" title or have the "married" title and why. 
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Question 12: "How did you meet your cohabitating partner?" 
The results showed that out of 114 participants who answered this question, 46 
(40.3%) of the cohabitators met their current cohabitating partner through a friend, best 
friend, mutual friend, or a friend of a friend (n=23; 20%), or in high school (n=23; 20%), 
which means they came to college as a couple. Following is a sample of these responses 
(separated by" ... "): our parents are best friends ... through her sister . .. she's my cousin's best 
friend .. . through my cousin . .. friends and family gathering . . . the internet .. . he was my ex-
boyfriend's roommate so we were friends before we date . . . at a bus stop ... and I was set up 
with him through a rental agency. 
One of the reasons that college students cohabitate so young might be that when they 
come to college with their high school love, they already know each other well, so why not 
move in together while in college. It makes things a lot easier when you already know your 
partner, and you are both attending the same school. This can also be a big financial help to 
cohabitators. Eighteen (17.8%) met their cohabitating partners in class or at school; 15 
(13%) met through work or their boss; 13 (11 %) met at a party, restaurant, bar and or dub; 
and 9 (7.8%) at a campus event (i.e., Black Love Week, ISU Homecoming, Yell Like Hell) 
or in the campus dormitory. Thirteen responses were not direct answers to the q1 estion. 
Together these were close to half of the places they met their cohabitating partner. A sample 
I 
of the responses to where cohabitators met their current cohabitating partners were: at the 
bars, through campus events and organizations, college parties, in class at school, through 
college, homecomings, the dormitory, and during students' freshman year at school. Other 
interesting places and ways that cohabitators met were at work, working together, through a 
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boss, through a part-time job, a job during high school, and as an employee. Figures 2 and 3 
illustrate these responses. 
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Figure 3. How and where cohabitators meet. 
Question 14b. "What are your religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation?" 
The results showed that out of a total of 104 participants who answered this question, 
42 ( 40%) said that they did not have any religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation, 
or their religious beliefs or preferences were not an issue related to cohabitation and it is up 
to the person whether or not they cohabitate. For example, I have no religious beliefs about 
cohabitation .. .if you want to do it, then you should . . . I have no objections or preferences for 
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or against it. .. people are free to make their own decisions . . .I have no religious beliefs or 
preferences ... no religious beliefs concerning ... I believe there is nothing wrong with it, my 
religious beliefs have no influence on my cohabitation .. .I have none and don't believe it 
matters. 
Several (n=23; 22%) cohabitators stated responses indicating that their religious 
beliefs or preferences are against cohabitation. Examples included: It is not allowed ... no 
cohabitation before marriage . .. don't allow cohabitation where different genders live 
together, including a roommate or housemate ... forbidden .. . cohabitation is wrong ... the 
church frowns upon it. .. my religion believes premarital sex and cohabitation is a 
sin .. . always told it was wrong, shacking up wasn't right but to each its own ... that it 
shouldn't be done until marriage ... cannot live with opposite sex unless married ... Catholic-
Not allowed until after marriage." 
Additionally, 21(20%) stated that their religious beliefs or preferences are positive 
toward cohabitation. Examples of these responses included: It is ok for cohabitation, if two 
people want to live together, then they have the right to, I use to say that, if you feel 
comfortable with the situation its great, I think it is important to live with the person before 
marriage-it is a way to prevent divorce . . .its okay as long as you are both willing .. .if you are 
in a stable relationship and want to live together you should ... cohabitation is fine, as long as 
it is with the right person .. .I believe it is fine if two people love each other. . .I feel that it is 
okay because we are engaged . .. healthy .. .I believe cohabitation is fine with a 
commitment. . .If you are comfortable with the person, then it shouldn't matter what sex they 
are . . . People should live together if they love each other and want to get married later on ... I 
think it is ok but depends on the relationship and may not be right for everyone." 
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Finally, 14 (13%) responses were not direct answers to the question, and 12 (11.5%) 
participants did not respond to the question. 
Overall, results show that more cohabitators do not have any religious beliefs or 
preferences about cohabitation, and there are fewer cohabitators whose religious beliefs and 
preferences are against cohabitation. Figures 4 and 5 illustrate these responses. 
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Question 15. "What is your personal definition of cohabitation?" 
Of the 110 participants who answered this question, 31 (28%) cohabitators defined 
cohabitation in several ways as "living with" a partner whom you are not married to. A 
sample of the responses were: Living with a loved one before marriage . . . unmarried partners 
living together. .. living with boyfriend before marriage . . . living with partner and not 
married ... living with a significant other without being married ... unmarried members of the 
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opposite sex living together. .. living with significant other when unmarried .. .living with 
partner unmarried. 
Of the participants, 30 (27%) defined cohabitation in several ways as a "living with" 
situation, and the terms varied from "living with your partner to boyfriend, to significant 
other." These included the following: Living with your significant other. .. couple living 
together. . .learning each other. . .living with another person majority of the time .. .living with 
your partner. . .living with .. .living with a person whom you are attached .. .living with a 
person you are romantically involved with ... staying together majority of the time .. .living 
with and or among or around a potential partner or mate . . .living with someone you are 
dating .. .living together freely .. .living with another person who you are significantly attached 
to. Interestingly enough, the term "living together" was reported five times, and "living with 
your partner" was reported four times. 
Continuing, 19 (17%) cohabitators defined cohabitation in several ways as quantity 
(i.e., two people living together. .. ). For example, two people in the same house ... two people 
who are in a relationship together and love and care about each other living in the same 
place . . . two people in an exclusive couple that love each other and want to live together. . . two 
people living together sharing monthly, assets together . .. two people who are dating and are 
living together . .. two people in a relationship living together .. . two people involved in a 
relationship sharing the same living space . .. two individuals living in the same place. 
Next, 18 (16%) cohabitators defined cohabitation as "living with" a different gender 
or opposite sex. A sample of the responses included: living with someone of the opposite 
sex .. . two people of different sex living together .. .living with your boyfriend or 
girlfriend . . .living with a man or a woman you are currently involved with .. . two members of 
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the opposite sex sharing the same space .. .living with a person of the opposite sex that you 
have a relationship with ... living with the opposite sex and being in a relationship with that 
person .. .living with someone of the opposite sex and having an intimate time . .. living with 
someone of the opposite sex in which you have an intimate relationship. Some of the 
responses related to opposite sex, but which focused more on marriage and romance 
included: A romantically involved couple (gay/straight) living together. .. a romantic or 
legitimately involved couple living together in a shared household ... two people in a romantic 
relationship that are unmarried and living together. 
Additionally, 11 (10%) cohabitators defined cohabitation in various ways as a sexual 
involvement. Examples included: Sharing space, expenses, having sex . . . being with another 
sexually while living with them, basically sharing habitants .. .living with, sleeping with your 
partner. .. two consenting adults living together in a sexually active relationship . . .lovers 
living together. . .living together with the person you have sex with ... two people engaged in 
sexual, bonding relationship living together. . .live and share a bedroom with partner. 
Lastly, 2 (1.8%) responses were not direct answers to the question, and 5 (4.5%) 
participants did not respond to the question. 
Overall, results showed that more cohabitators define cohabitation as "being with 
someone" whom you are not married to but living like a married couple, and as "living with" 
your partner, boyfriend, or significant other. Figures 6 and 7 illustrate these responses. 
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Question 11. "How did you come to your decision to cohabitate with your partner?" 
The results showed that out of a total of 112 participants who answered this question, 
53 (47%) came to their decision to cohabitate for convenience reasons or situations. A 
sample of the responses were: Didn ' t like living at my apartment with my 
roommates ... spent a lot of time together, help out with rent so we moved in together. .. he 
transferred here ... we were both going to the same school and we needed roommates to live 
with, so we moved in together. . . both needed a place to live and dating ... didn ' t want to live 
by myself.. .needed a place to live for the summer and we didn't like dorm life ... just nice to 
have someone to sleep with . . . my boyfriend was getting gout of the Air Force and moving to 
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Ames ... we both wanted to move out of the dorms ... we decided to transfer to the same 
college, and did not want to live in the dorms and decided to live together. . . my boyfriend 
lived 3 Y2 hours away, so we thought it would be a good idea for him to move in so we 
wouldn't have to drive so far to see each other. . .I cam back from overseas deployment and 
moved in with my boyfriend and his brother. .. convenient . .. break away from 
roommates .. . prefer being with her. .. we were both going to school at Iowa State, had been 
dating for 2 years and then decided to move in together. .. both needed a place to live and 
dating ... had been dating, we both needed roommates . . . problems with family, so I stayed at 
his house so I can see him," "convenience and money why live apart ... we both needed a 
place to live and felt it was too early to get married (too much school to finish, etc . . . ) . . . we 
were together everyday and wanted to see each other everyday, therefore it was practical to 
live together. 
A quarter of the cohabitators (n=28; 25%) came to their decision to cohabitate for 
economical or financial reasons. Examples included: He had no money and no place to 
live .. . didn't want to live with parents, but thought it was dumb to pay two separate 
rents ... more economical. . .it was economical and we knew each other for three previous 
years . . . money and we were partners ... save money, cheaper to live together. .. money, it was 
cheaper to live together and we got engaged, also I want to live with her very 
much ... financially it made sense . .. a decision was mutually made in order to save money and 
enjoy each others company as much as possible . . .it made economical sense and seemed to 
be the next natural step in the relationship .. .it' s cheaper to live with my girlfriend per 
month . .. financial reasons .. .it was the logical thing to do, save money would be at each 
other's place anyways and we wanted to. 
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A few cohabitators (n=l 3; 11.6%) decided to cohabitate because of an engagement or 
future plans to get married. For example, we want to know more of each other before get 
married ... we discussed it together and thought it would be best for us ... moved in when got 
engaged ... we talked about what we wanted of this relationship, we both wanted this to be 
long term and eventually get married, so we moved in together ... engagement. .. it is better to 
live with them before marriage, so that you can know them on that level. 
Several (n = 5; 4.4%) cohabitators decided to cohabitate because of a mutual 
agreement, wanted to give it a try, and or because it was talked out. These responses 
included: We love each other and made the decision ... mutual decision, we just talked about 
it. .. mutual discussion and agreement. .. talked about it. . .it was a mutual agreement. 
Additionally, 2 (1.7%) decided to cohabitate because they had a child or shared a 
child with their current cohabitating partner. For example, we had a baby, I needed a place 
for my son and I to live and after a few months the relationship grew, and we had a child 
together. Lastly, 13 (11.6%) responses were not direct answers to the question, and 4 (3.5%) 
participants did not respond. 
These reasons all seem very important no matter how the couple came to their final 
decision to cohabitate. Overall, results showed that more cohabitators come to their decision 
to cohabitate for reasons based on convenience and less for reasons based on engagement or 
future plans to marry their cohabitating partner. Figures 8 and 9 illustrate these responses. 
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Figure 9. Why cohabitators decide to cohabitate. 
Question 33. "Would you rather keep the "cohabitant relationship" title or would you rather 
have the 'married' title? Why?" 
This question was designed to see if current cohabitators would rather keep the 
"cohabitant relationship" title or would they rather have the "married" title and why. Of 108 
cohabitators who answered this question, 55 (50%) cohabitators stated that they would rather 
have the "married" title instead of the "cohabitant relationship" title. A sample of the 
responses (separated by" . .. ") included: Married because other people would approve and 
religious beliefs . . . married, seems to be more appropriate in the eyes of society, marriage 
represents a commitment to each other that want practical reasons as well (taxes, insurances, 
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etc.) .. .I would rather be married, it solidifies our commitment to staying together and our 
love for one another. It also has legal benefits ... married, I want to spend the rest of my life 
with him and being married makes it official, more acceptable in society and in the Catholic 
church ... married because its permanent and means much more and the Lord 
approves ... rather be married, cohabitation doesn't imply any kind of personal relationship, 
sounds too cold and meaningless ... married because you don't get those funny looks from 
people when they find out that you are cohabitating, and are not married ... married because 
of religious beliefs. Three cohabitators answered just "married" meaning they would rather 
have the "married" title instead of the "cohabitation relationship" title. 
Over a quarter (n=33; 30%) stated they would rather keep the "cohabitant 
relationship" title instead of the "married" title because of not being ready to move forward, 
the relationship was not going any further, they are not ready for marriage, or they are just 
friends. Examples included: I want to keep the cohabitant relationship title because the title 
of married scares me, I am too young to be married or to even think of it ... we will keep the 
cohabitant relationship titles because marriage is not right for us .. .I would rather keep the 
cohabitant relationship title because I am not ready for marriage yet, it is a step 
further. .. cohabitant relationship not married yet so don't consider her my wife, when and if 
we get married I will call her my wife ... cohabitant relationship, married is a very permanent 
word, I am not currently ready for that commitment. .. cohabitant relationship because I don't 
know if I will marry my partner, right now I doubt I will ... cohabitant title because marriage 
is a binding term ... cohabitant, I'm not ready to be married . . . cohabitating, I'm still in college, 
I'm young and haven't even established a career so I can't say I'll marry her. 
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Several (n=8; 7.4%) cohabitants stated that they would also rather keep the 
"cohabitant relationship" title but have plans to get married in the future. For example, for 
now with my age I would prefer cohabitant relationship but within 3 years I would rather be 
"married" I am not ready for marriage yet. . . cohabitating because marriage would be nice 
someday, it's not the right time for us ... cohabitant title because I'm not ready but I would 
like a ring to signify my commitment. .. we personally are not financially ready for, so the 
cohabitant relationship is fine, we don't really title it. .. the cohabitant relationship title is fine, 
we are engaged so it doesn't really bother myself or my partner. .. for now cohabitation is ok, 
but some day I would like to be married ... for now I'm happy just cohabitating but eventually 
I think we'd both like to officially be married were just not ready yet. . . right now, I am fine 
with cohabitant because we cant afford married. The ring, wedding, and etc, and within two 
years we will be married. 
Others (n=8; 7.4%) stated that they did not care or it did not matter whether or not 
they keep the 'cohabitant" relationship title or would rather have the "married" title. Those 
responses included: Makes no difference to me, its just a title .. . doesn't matter because it 
won't change ... the 'cohabitant title' does not bother me though ... a title is a titles, as long as 
the relationship is still there, it doesn't matter. . .I don't really care either way .. .it doesn't 
matter, we talk about marriage all the time so the title of marriage would not bother me. 
Overall, more cohabitators would rather have the "married" title instead of keeping 
the "cohabitant relationship" title. Four responses were not direct answers to the question, 
and 8 participants did not respond. Figures 10 and 11 illustrate these responses. 
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
The purpose of this research was to study young college adults' perceptions toward 
non-marital cohabitation in relation to their race, religion, and gender. The researcher was 
interested in seeing if race, religion, or gender had an impact on the reasons college students 
cohabitate. However, trying to control for race, religion, and gender became very 
problematic. When looking at race, the numbers of participants who were non-white were so 
low that race had to be treated differently from the original plan. Out of a total 115 
cohabitators, 8 (6.9%) were (Blacks) African-Americans, 7 (6.0%) were Hispanic, 6 (5.2%) 
considered themselves to be something other than the race or ethnicities listed, and 93 
(80.8%) were White (Caucasians). It was felt that the "non-white" participants could not be 
mixed since each racial or ethnic group might have different morals, religious teachings, or 
cultural beliefs in relation to non-marital cohabitation. The larger portion of the results came 
from White males and females, but because the researcher of this study was more interested 
in the comparisons between Blacks (African-Americans) and Whites (Caucasians), the other 
races were not examined separately. When looking at religion, the majority of the Blacks 
(African-Americans) who completed questionnaires were Baptist, one was Christian, and one 
claimed no religion. Since there was not much variety in looking at the religious differences 
in Blacks (African-Americans) and Whites (Caucasians), religion was not included as a 
variable. 
More women participated in the study than men (70 [60%] females and 45 [39%] 
males). Gender accounted for differences in perceptions of cohabitation related to feelings 
and happiness. Women tended to be happier in a relationship if they were really happy about 
their cohabitating partner. Also, the time spent in a cohabitating relationship made a 
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difference between women and men. It seemed that the happier the women were about their 
cohabitating partner, and the happier they were about being in their cohabitating relationship, 
the more time they spent in the cohabitating relationship. 
Some college students cohabitate because of their religious beliefs and values, but 
others did not think it was a major factor in their decision to cohabitate. Of 104 cohabitators, 
42 (40%) stated they had no religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation, and or their 
religion was not an issue when they decided to cohabitate; 23 (22%) stated their religious 
beliefs or preferences are against cohabitation, and 21 (20%) stated their religious beliefs 
were for cohabitation. Close to half of the participants stated they did not have any religious 
beliefs or preferences related to cohabitation. Overall, more students stated that religious 
beliefs or preferences had nothing to do with their decision to cohabitate than those who said 
it did. However, it is expected that since they are already cohabitating, their religious morals 
and values would not be opposed to it. 
Racial background was not a factor in the reasons why college students cohabitate. 
Most of the male and female students cohabitated for the same reasons (i.e., mutual 
agreement, financial reasons, or engagement). Results of this study showed that of 112 
cohabitators, 53 (47%) stated they were in their current cohabitating relationship because of 
convenience. This would definitely help college students find cohabitating relationship more 
interesting and very willing to try. Over half of the males and females students who 
participated in this study stated that they cohabitate for convenience. Peterman, Ridley, and 
Anderson (1974) stated that cohabitation is highly popular among America's young adults, 
specifically among those who are in college. 
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Females were happier about their cohabitating partner and relationship than were 
males. In final notation, race, gender, and religion may have something to do with why a 
person cohabitates but due to limitations of this study no difference were found for race or 
religion. 
Although seven adults were over the age of 25, young cohabitators were the largest 
group by far. However, this is also a representation of the ages that were sampled. In order 
to learn about the over 25 group, one would need to do research in settings outside the 
university. Bramlett and Mosher (2002) stated that there was a higher percentage of 
cohabitation in younger adults around the ages of twenty, but that it decreased with age. 
Several other researchers stated similar notions; in fact Sassler (2004) stated that over one 
half of young adults either will cohabitate or have cohabitated with a partner prior to 
marriage. Not only does it seem more popular for younger adults in college, it will also 
probably continue to increase as time goes on. Henze and Hudson (1974) have no doubt that 
college students will continue to cohabitate and it will increase as long as they are exposed to 
it. Other variables (i.e., fussing, arguing, and physical fighting, etc.) could have been 
measured, which would have determined a different outcome for negativity or harm caused 
in cohabitating relationships. 
On the other hand, the findings were consistent with previous research. Results 
showed that some students valued their cohabitating relationship because it is more like a 
marriage without any ties - one where they can share household items, even child 
responsibilities and still feel like they are not in a marriage. Women reported being happier 
with their cohabitating relationship and partner than did males in this study. Consistent with 
the research for this study, Popenoe and Whitehead (2002) believed that living together is a 
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good way to avoid some of the risks associated with divorce and to soak up some of the 
benefits of a marriage (i.e., sharing bills and learning more about your partner). Results of 
this study showed that of 112 cohabitators, 28 (25%) stated that they are cohabitating 
because of financial or economical reasons, and 5 (4.4%) said that they are in the 
cohabitating relationship because they talked about it, made a mutual agreement, and wanted 
to give it a try. Of 112 cohabitators responding to the question, 13 (11.6%) stated they were 
cohabitating because they were either currently engaged or they were planning on getting 
married in a couple of months after school or in years to come. From these results, one can 
see that cohabitation is done for many reasons and some that do it still look forward to a 
future marriage. The researcher believes that cohabitation could be a great way to practice 
marriage, but also an opportunity for a person to see what it is like to live with someone of 
the opposite sex; cohabitation can be an alternative to marriage, as well as practice for a 
marriage. The results of this study did not shed light on cohabitation being an alternative to 
being single. 
Consistent with several researchers who defined cohabitation in different ways or 
forms, the cohabitators in this study defined cohabitation in similar ways. For example, of 
110 responding cohabitators, 31 (28%) defined cohabitation as "being with" a partner that 
you are not married to; 30 (27%) defined cohabitation as "living with" your boyfriend, 
significant other, or partner; 19 (17%) defined cohabitation as "two people" living together; 
18 (16%) defined cohabitation as "living with" someone of a different gender or opposite 
sex; and 11 (10%) defined cohabitation as a sexual involvement relationship. Cohabitation 
can be defined or called whatever it is the couple sees fit with their relationship. The 
relationship can be a variety of things (i.e., 7 day live-in, weekend live-in, once a month live-
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in, etc.); it just depends on how the couple defines the relationship. However, So lot and 
Miller (2002) stated that almost all cohabitators have sex, and that "According to the 
National Health and Social Life Survey, more than 99 percent of unmarried couples who live 
together had sex in the past year, and more than nine in ten do so at least a few times a 
month" (p. 65). This study showed sex the most infrequent way cohabitators define 
cohabitation. 
Peterman, Ridley, and Anderson (1974) believed that parents are not usually 
informed of their child's cohabitating relationship. The current researcher believes the same 
thing; however the results of this study showed that of 114 responding cohabitators, 104 
(91 %) said their parents knew they were currently cohabitating, and of 104 cohabitators, 88 
(84.6%) said their parents approved of the cohabitating relationship. The results also showed 
that of 114 of those same cohabitators, 113 (99%) said their friends knew they were currently 
cohabitating and approved. Consistent with earlier research mentioned in this study, parents 
may or may not know (Peterman et al.) but because in this study the number of friends who 
knew of the cohabitating relationship was higher than the parents who knew of the 
cohabitating relationship, it might be easier for college students to share it with their peers 
rather than their parents to maybe avoid family disruption, and because the peers are more 
supportive of the idea (Henze & Hudson, 1974; Peterman et al.). 
Although no evidence was found for racial differences in why young adults or college 
students decided to cohabitate due to the low number of Black (African-American) 
participants, the researcher still believes it is very popular among both cultures. Consistent 
with earlier research it is still believed that cohabitation is more common for Blacks 
(African-Americans) and Whites (Caucasians) than for other cultures (Raley, 1996). 
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Reasons for cohabitation seem to vary but the results of this study showed that it is a 
financial convenience for college students while they are still in school. 
Implications for Cohabitation 
Cohabitation is on the rise and more couples are trying it out before they say "I do." 
The purpose of this research was to study young college adults' perception toward non-
marital cohabitation in relation to their race, religion, and gender. This study increases 
awareness about attitudes and perceptions related to cohabitation among college students. It 
is specifically relevant to the students and to the staff who work with students in a university 
community. 
While it is important to follow one's own personal family traditions, it is also 
important to recognize the increase in cohabitation and to understand that the reasons people 
do it are often far from preparing for marriage. The questions about the role of race in 
cohabitation still need to be answered. This area of research is very limited and more focus 
should be geared towards cohabitation because it is beginning to make a difference in our 
understanding of the meaning of family formation. 
Limitations 
This research had several limitations, some of which did not allow the researcher to 
answer all of the research questions. The primary goal, to study differences between Blacks 
(African-Americans) and Whites (Caucasians) could not be done as planned. Access to 
Black (African-American) students was planned by requesting access to classes where larger 
numbers of Blacks (African-Americans) were known to be present (e.g. African-American 
Studies, cross racial studies, etc.). However, the faculty in those areas, mostly faculty of 
color, denied access. It was also a concern of the research that some Blacks (African-
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Americans) in other classes where access was allowed did not respond due to knowledge that 
the African-American community is a small community and fear that the African-American 
researcher might be able to identify questionnaires of Black (African-American) students. 
Although it was stated at the top of the questionnaires that the survey was to be filled 
out by those who are currently cohabitating, there might have been some participants who 
filled out the questionnaire based on a previous cohabitation relationship instead of one at the 
current time. Another limitation was that the participants who were over the age of 25 (3 
participants were 26; 1 each were the ages of 30, 34, 38, and 44) may have understood 
cohabitation in a different way than the younger participants. They might have viewed it as 
living with someone you are just staying with for the time being, rather then being intimate 
with the person. With this said, older couples may still have used their traditional definition 
of cohabitation, even after they were given the researcher's definition but still choose to put 
what they felt cohabitation means to them or in their culture. 
Several younger participants may have not understood the definition of cohabitation 
as it was given but rather used what they seemed to think it was. Males who have previously 
cohabitated may not have included the real definition of cohabitation for previous 
roommates, because they might have lived with several opposite sex roommates but never 
considered them to be cohabitating partners just because there was no intimacy with these 
roommates. 
Some participants put a question mark or wrote "longtime" in the space for the 
question "How long do you plan to cohabitate with your partner" so it was included as a 
blank answer since no time was given. Older couples have accepted the relationship as an 
ongoing process because of the length of time the relationship has been going, so the 
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question "How long do you plan to cohabitate with your partner" may not apply to them. 
Also, if they have kids with their current cohabitating partner, they could plan to cohabitate 
as long as their kids are under the age of 18, so again this question may not apply to those 
older couples. 
Recommendations and Future Research 
A future study of this kind should include or look at why some Black (African-
American) students on campus with a White (Caucasian) majority might not share the fact 
they cohabitate with another Black (African-American) interviewer or researcher. It is 
believed that because there are so few Blacks (African-Americans) and who thus stand out on 
the major White (Caucasian) campus, Black (African-American) students tend to keep their 
business more quiet because they do not want other Blacks (African-Americans) to know 
what's going on within their home. They might be afraid another Black (African-American) 
will share their business with other Black (African-American) students before they are ready 
to share it with the rest of the Black (African-American) university population. This might 
help us to understand how some cohabitators who filled out a questionnaire for this study 
might have changed their race or ethnicity so the Black (African-American) researcher was 
not able to include them in the study as Blacks (African-Americans) who are cohabitators. In 
all, more researchers should study Black (African-American) students and the reasons they 
cohabitate. Research in this area on a campus with a majority of Black (African-American) 
students is needed. 
In the future, when doing a study on cohabitation, it should be clearly understood that 
those who are only currently cohabitating should fill out a survey and be studied, rather than 
those who fill out the survey based on a past cohabitating relationship. It should be made 
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clear to the participants the definition of cohabitation and it should be clearly reiterated by 
the researcher that the participants will respond based on the definition given rather than their 
personal definition of cohabitation. It should also be clear to the participants that when 
responding to the question "How long do you plan to cohabitate with your partner" they need 
to put numbers that represent month or years in time, instead of writing a long time or 
forever. Also other races should be considered and looked at when comparing cohabitating 
minority students to the cohabitating white student population; a larger difference may be 
found if one looks at other races that represent other minority groups. 
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Keywords 
Non-Marital Cohabitation =refers to the person of opposite sex that you are currently living 
with but are not married to. Other words used for this same definition are: cohabitators and 
cohabitating partner. 
Cohabitators = refers to those who are currently cohabitating with an opposite sex partner. 
Outliers = answers that were thrown out because of no direct answer to the question. 
Race = A group of people united or classified together on the basis of common history, 
nationality, or geographic distribution. 
Gender = the sex of an individual, male or female, based on reproductive anatomy; Sexual 
identity, especially in relation to society or culture. 
Religion =a set of beliefs, values, and practices based on the teachings of a spiritual leader; 
belief in and reverence for a supernatural power or powers regarded as creator and governor 
of the universe; and or personal or institutionalized system grounded in such belief and 
worship. 
Inconsistent Variable =displaying or marked by a lack of consistency, especially; not regular 
or predictable; erratic: inconsistent behavior; lacking in correct logical relation; 
contradictory: inconsistent statements. 
Faulty Variable = Containing a fault or defect; imperfect or defective. 
Figures = charts or graphs that shows the visual way a student answered the qualitative 
questions. 
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Non-Marital Cohabitation Questionnaire 
Adapted from Wiersma, 1983 
Directions: Thank you for participating in this research. Please read each question carefully before answering 
and give your most honest response. Do not discuss any of the questions before completing this questionnaire. 
For this study, "cohabitant" refers to the person of opposite sex that you are currently living with but are not 
married to. 
Please circle one, fill in the blank, check, or respond to the following questions below: 
1. Age in years: 
2. Gender: Male or Female 
3. Year in School: Freshmen Sophomore Junior Senior 
4. Marital Status: Unmarried or Married 
5. Race/Ethnicity: Black (African-American) White (Caucasian) Hispanic Other 
6a. Are you currently in a cohabitating relationship? If No, please skip to question 13. 
Yes No 
6b. How long have you been in your current cohabitating relationship? 
____ (Years) (Months) 
7. Did you ever cohabitate with an opposite sex person before you began living with your current partner? 
Yes (If yes, how many such cohabitants? _ _ _, No 
8. How do you feel about your cohabitation partner? (circle one) 
(1) (2) 
Very Unhappy Somewhat Unhappy 
(3) 
Somewhat Happy 
(4) 
Very Happy 
9. How happy are you about being in a cohabitation relationship? (circle one) 
(1) (2) 
Very Unhappy Somewhat Unhappy 
(3) 
Somewhat Happy 
(4) 
Very Happy 
10. Would you recommend cohabitation to another couple? (circle one) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Not likely Somewhat Recommend Recommend Highly Recommend 
11. How did you come to your decision to cohabitate with your partner? 
12. How did you meet your cohabitating partner? 
(over) 
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Please circle one: 
13. What is your religious faith? 
Baptist Buddhist Catholic Christian Church of Christ Church of God 
Episcopalian Evangelical Free Islam/Muslim Jehovah Witnesses Jewish 
Latter Day Saint (LDS) Lutheran Methodist-Episcopal Methodist 
Nazarine Presbyterian Seventh Day Adventist Other _____ _ 
14a. Does your religious belief or preference have an impact on your cohabitating decision? 
(1) (2) (3) 
Has No Impact Has Some Impact Has a Huge Impact 
14b. What are your religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation? 
15. What is your personal definition of cohabitation? 
16a. How do you view cohabitation? (circle one) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
A Very Bad Choice A Somewhat Bad Choice A Somewhat Good Choice A Very Good Choice 
16b. Why did you choose your answer to 16a? 
If you are NOT currently in a cohabitating relationship, please skip to question 34a and 34b. 
l 7a. Do you and your cohabitation partner share a child? 
Yes No 
l 7b. If no, do you plan to have a child with your current cohabitating partner? 
Yes Not Sure/Maybe No 
18. Do either of you currently have children from a previous relationship? If so, which member (male or 
female) of the household is the biological parent? 
Yes No If yes, is the biological parent Male _ _ or Female __ 
19. How long do you plan to cohabitate with your partner? 
____ (Years) ____ (Months) 
20. Do you plan to marry your cohabitating partner? 
Yes Not Sure/Maybe No 
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21 . At the moment, do you or does your cohabitant maintain a separate living facility (e.g. a room, apartment, or 
house) somewhere else? 
Yes, I do Yes, my cohabitant does No, neither of us does Other _______ _ 
22. During an average week, how many nights a week do you and your cohabitant stay together? 
Circle one: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Circle as many as apply 
23. Which of the following items have you and your cohabitant obtained/purchased jointly? 
Checking account Insurance Health policy Savings Car 
Household items (e.g., furniture) Jointly filed income taxes Everything is separate 
Please Circle One: 
24. Since you began living together with your cohabitant, have you dated anyone else? 
Yes No 
25. Has your cohabitant dated anyone else since you began living together? 
Yes No Don't Know 
26. Since you began to live with your cohabitant, have you ever thought seriously about leaving him/her? 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Almost Never Occasionally Sometimes Often Almost All the Time 
27. When disagreements or arguments arise between you and your cohabitant, do they usually result in . .. ? 
(1) 
Agreement by Mutual 
Give and Take 
(2) 
You Giving In 
(3) 
Your Cohabitant 
Giving In 
28. How committed are YQ!! yourself to staying together? (circle one) 
(1) (2) (3) 
(4) 
Neither Giving In 
(4) 
(5) 
We Never 
Disagree 
Not Very Committed Somewhat Not Committed Somewhat Committed Very Committed 
29. Which of the following people know that you are cohabitating? And for those who do know, indicate 
whether they approve or disapprove of the relationship as it exists now. Check as many as apply 
Check those who know Check if they Approve Check if they Disapprove 
( 1) Your Parents 
(2) Your Friends 
(3) Your Landlord (s) 
(4) Your Employer (s) 
(5) Fellow Employee (s) 
( 6) Other Relative ( s) 
(7) Neighbor (s) 
(8) I believe nobody knows 
(over) 
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30. Below are some of the reasons people decide to cohabitate. Thinking back about the time you made the 
decision to live together, how important was each item to you in making the decision? The answer format goes 
from very important on the left to very unimportant on the right. Please put an X or a -J in the space that best 
fits your feelings. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 
Reasons People Very Somewhat Neither Important 
nor Unimportant 
Somewhat Very 
Decide to Cohabitate: Important Important Unimportant Unimportant 
(1) To find out if the 
relationship would work 
(2) Practical convenience 
of living together 
(3) To find stability 
(4) To express our love for 
one another 
(5) To avoid loneliness 
(6) To find self-fulfillment 
(7) To find sense of belonging 
(8) To have sex regularly 
31. In thinking about your relationship with your cohabitant, do you feel you get as much out of this 
relationship as you have put into it? (circle one) 
(1) 
Almost Never 
(2) 
Occasionally 
(3) 
Sometimes 
(4) 
Often 
(5) 
Almost All the Time 
32. And what do you feel now, considering both the good and not-so-good things about your relationship? 
(circle one) 
I am ending or I am thinking 
of ending the relationship 
I have not made up my mind 
or I don't know whether we will 
stay together or not 
I want our relationship 
to be a permanent one 
If you are currently cohabitating respond to only question 33 below. If you are not currently cohabitating, respond 
to question 34a and b but not question 33. 
33. Would you rather keep the "cohabitant relationship" title or would you rather have the "married" title? Why? 
34a. Although you are not currently cohabitating, would you like to cohabitate with a partner? Yes or No 
34b. In general, how would you describe your personal views about cohabitation? 
Thank you 
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Consent Form 
Dear ISU Student, 
You are invited to participate in a study I am doing for my master's thesis with Dr. Sedahlia 
Crase in Human Development and Family Studies here at Iowa State. The purpose of the research is 
to study Young College Adults' Perception toward Cohabitation in Relation to their Religion, Race, 
Ethnicity, Values and Beliefs. In this study "cohabitant" refers to a person of opposite sex you are 
currently living with but are not married to. Cohabitating and non-cohabitating students, over age 18, 
are asked to complete this survey; it will take about 15-20 minutes. 
There are no known risks, discomforts, or inconveniences (other than use of your time) from 
participating in this study. All information obtained will remain confidential. Your questionnaire will be 
assigned a number that will not be paired with your name, and this consent form will be kept separate 
from your questionnaire. Data will be available only to the researchers conducting the study. Nothing in 
verbal or written reports will link you to the study. The information gained will benefit students and 
others by advancing knowledge and serve the good of society by increasing awareness about attitudes 
and perceptions related to cohabitation. 
Participation is voluntary; your decision about participating will not affect your relationship with 
anyone in the university, nor will it affect your course grade. You are free to withdraw and discontinue 
participation at any time without penalty. I am available to answer questions you may have about 
participation. If you have further questions, fell free to contact me, (515) 292-9613 dmh@iastate.edu 
or Dr. Crase 294-6135 or sedahlia@iastate.edu. If you have questions about the rights of research 
subjects or research-related injury, contact the Human Subjects Research Office, 2810 Beardshear 
Hall, (515) 294-4566, austingr@iastate.edu or the Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research 
Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-3115, dament@iastate.edu. 
Your signature below indicates you have read and understand the information provided, that 
you willingly agree to participate in the research, that you may withdraw your consent at any time and 
discontinue participation without penalty, that you will receive a copy of this form (if you include your 
address below), and that you are not waiving any legal claims, rights, or remedies. 
At the end of the study we will send you a summary of findings at the e-mail address you 
indicate below. If you do not want to receive the summary, you do not need to fill in your e-mail 
address. Again, thank you for participating! I really appreciate your help. 
Sincerely, 
Dionna M. Hancock, B.S. 
Masters Student 
Sedahlia Jasper Crase, Ph.D. 
Professor 
Print Name: _______________ _ Date: 
Signature: ________________ _ 
E-mail Address (optional): ___________ _ 
-----
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Debriefing Form 
Thank you for participating in this experiment regarding how young adults' perceive non-
marital cohabitation. Your participation will help the researcher to explore the relationship between 
non-marital cohabitation and how young college adults perceive it and what attitudes young college 
adults have towards non-marital cohabitation. 
There has been a dramatic rise in non-marital cohabitation in the United States as young 
adults' attitudes toward marital cohabitation have changed from the traditional ways of living (e.g., 
marriage before cohabitation, or parent's approval before cohabitation). Contrary to that, it is known 
that a lot of college students tend to cohabitate, but the reason why has yet been discovered. So, the 
researcher was interested in seeing if young college students' attitudes toward marital cohabitation 
have changed from the past traditional ways of living (e.g. , marriage before cohabitation, or parent's 
approval before cohabitation) to the current trend of non-marital cohabitation. The researcher was 
also interested in exploring some of the reasons young college adults cohabitate and if their reasons 
for cohabitation has anything to do with their religion, beliefs or values, race or ethnicity, and or how 
they view the traditional way of living. What is less clear, however, is exactly what influences the 
researcher to study how young adults perceive non-marital cohabitation. There could be many 
variables why college student' s cohabitate but the researcher believes that one of the main reasons 
could be the fact that times has changed from the traditional way of living. 
This study was an attempt to determine whether non-marital cohabitation was caused by a 
person's values or beliefs, race or ethnicity, religion and or the difference in time. For example, in 
the past marriage before cohabitation was that traditional way of living. But in the last half of the 
twentieth century, attitudes towards non-marital cohabitation changed. Today many young adults do 
not plan to marry when they cohabitate with a partner. In this experiment, young non-marital 
cohabitators and non-cohabitators were allowed to fill out the questionnaires but only non-marital 
cohabitators that were classified as Junior or Senior ISU Students, and who were male or female of 
their household was used for the study. The questionnaire asked some questions, like what your 
gender, race, religion, and age are; how long you have been in your relationship; how long have you 
and your partner cohabitated; how long did you know one another before you cohabitated; how one 
feels about their cohabitation partner; how one defines cohabitation; if one would recommend 
cohabitating to another couple; what is ones religious beliefs or preferences about cohabitation; how 
committed you are to your partner; and what are your specified reasons for cohabitating before 
marriage (for example, stability, convenience, to avoid loneliness, for a sense of belonging, and or to 
have sex on a regular basis). 
Your answers to that group of questions helped to determine whether there was a specific 
reason college student's cohabitate or if there are many reasons colleges students cohabitate. The 
results of this study indicated majority of college students on the ISU Campus cohabitated out of 
convenience. You should be made aware that the statistic you were given is not necessarily accurate; 
existing statistics vary widely, and we do not know which are the closest to the truth. For example, a 
college student may cohabitate with another college student because of violent behavior at their 
parent's home. In this case, cohabitating could be a good experience for a person who is trying to 
escape violence. On the other hand, a college student may cohabitate because of the benefit of 
sharing household responsibilities. To make a long story short, do not believe everything you hear, 
because there 's no behavior based on the statistic you were given in this experiment! If you have any 
questions, or if you wish to receive a copy of this final paper using this research, you may contact the 
researcher (Dionna Hancock) at: ( 515) 292-9613 or dmh@iastate.edu 
Thanks again for your participation! 
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Table 6 All Variables Correlated with Gender 
Variable N Gender 
AGE J J5 -.089 
SCHOOL YR 112 -.152 
MARSTATS J 14 a 
RACE J J4 .OJ I 
COHABSTATS J J5 a 
TIMEINCOHAB 114 .139 
COHABB4 J 14 .035 
HOWMANY 15 -.414 
FEELBOUT 115 .287** 
HAPPINCOHAB 115 .260** 
RECOMCOHAB JJ5 .140 
RELIGFAITH 114 -.035 
RELIGIMPAC J 13 . .098 
VIEWCOHAB J 13 .178 
SHARECHILD 115 -.131 
PLAN2HAQVECHILD J 12 -.129 
CHILDFROMPREV 115 -. 131 
HOWLONG2COHAB 91 -.005 
PLAN2MARRY 115 -.135 
COHABLIVESEPF AC 114 .001 
WKSANIGHT 112 .166 
CHECKACCT 115 .086 
INSURANCE 115 -.099 
HEALTHPOL 115 .004 
SAVINGS J 15 -.026 
CAR 115 -.200* 
HOUSEHOLD Jl5 .002 
JOINTTAXES 113 -.055 
ALLSEP ARA TE Jl5 -.051 
ALLJOINT Jl5 .117 
DATEOUTSIDE 114 .055 
PARTDA TEOUTSIDE 114 -.152 
LEAVINGPART 114 -.061 
DISAGREERESUL TS 114 -.060 
COMMIT2STATYING 115 . 169 
PARENTS J 14 -.009 
APPRDIS 104 . J 18 
FRIENDS 114 -.119 
APPRDIS 113 .003 
REASONS A Jl3 .077 
REASON SB 113 -.OJ J 
REASON SC JJ3 -.041 
REASON SD 113 .053 
REASON SE 113 .022 
REASON SF 110 -.035 
REASONSG J 13 -.044 
REASON SH 11 3 -.1 60 
UGETASMUCH I 13 .109 
GDBDFEEL J J4 . J39 
** p <.01 (2-tailed); * p <.05 (2-tailed) I a=cannot be computed because one variable is constant 
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Table 7 All Variables Correlated with Race 
Variable N Race 
AGE 16 -.201 
GENDER 16 .000 
SCHOOL YR 15 .435 
MARSTATS 16 a 
COHABSTATS 15 a 
TIMEINCOHAB 15 .144 
COHABB4 16 .000 
HOWMANY 2 -.100** 
FEELBOUT 16 .000 
HAPPINCOHAB 16 -.103 
RECOMCOHAB 16 .134 
RELIGFAITH 16 .326 
RELIGIMPAC 16 -.417 
VIEWCOHAB 16 .167 
SHARE CHILD 16 -.258 
PLAN2HAQVECHILD 15 -.235 
CHILDFROMPREV 16 a 
HOWLONG2COHAB 16 .245 
PLAN2MARRY 16 -.359 
COHABLIVESEPF AC 15 .094 
WKSANIGHT 14 .320 
CHECKACCT 16 -.183 
INSURANCE 16 -.480 
HEALTHPOL 16 -.258 
SAVINGS 16 -.135 
CAR 16 -.378 
HOUSEHOLD 16 -.630** 
JOINTTAXES 16 -.258 
ALLSEP ARA TE 16 .289 
ALLJOINT 16 a 
DATEOUTSIDE 15 a 
PARTDATEOUTSIDE 15 .000 
LEA VINGPART 15 -.222 
DISAGREERESULTS 15 -.067 
COMMIT2STATYING 16 -.092 
PARENTS 16 -.378 
APPRDIS 14 .101 
FRIENDS 16 -.258 
APPRDIS 15 .250 
REASON SA 15 -.051 
REASON SB 15 .082 
REASON SC 15 -.109 
REASON SD 15 .019 
REASON SE 15 .043 
REASON SF 14 -.238 
REASONSG 15 -.050 
REASON SH 15 -.213 
UGETASMUCH 15 .250 
GDBDFEEL 15 .031 
** p <.01 (2-tailed); * p <.05 (2-tailed) I a=cannot be computed because one variable is constant 
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APPENDIX E: CROSSTABULATION TABLES 8-27 FOR GENDER AND RACE 
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Crosstabulations by Gender 
Table 8. Crosstabulation for Gender by If ever cohabitated before 
Cohab84 Total 
Yes no 
Gender Males 7 38 45 
Females 9 60 69 
Total 16 98 114 
Table 9. Crosstabulation for Gender by How many cohab partners live with 
Howmanv 
1 2 4 over 5 Total 
Gender Males 4 1 1 1 7 
Females 7 1 0 0 8 
Total 11 2 1 1 15 
Table 10. Crosstabulation for Gender by Cohab live in separate facility 
Cohabliveinsepfac Total 
Yes, my 
cohabitant No, neither of 
Yes, ldo does us does Other 
Gender Males 8 8 28 0 44 
Females 17 7 43 3 70 
Total 25 15 71 3 114 
Table 11. Crosstabulation for Gender by Plan two have a child with current partner 
Plan2havechild Total 
Not 
Yes No Sure/Maybe 
Gender Males 17 9 19 45 
Females 35 10 22 67 
Total 52 19 41 112 
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Table 12. Crosstabulation for Gender by Child from previous relationship 
Childfromprev Total 
Yes (Male=1 , 
Female=2) No 
Gender Males 0 45 45 
Females 3 67 70 
Total 3 112 115 
Table 13. Crosstabulation for Gender by If cohabitators shared a child with partner 
Sharechild Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 0 45 45 
Females 3 67 70 
Total 3 112 115 
Table 14. Crosstabulaiton for Gender by If plan to marry cohabitating partner 
Plan2marrvcohab 
Yes No Not Sure/Mavbe Total 
Gender Males 27 6 12 45 
Females 56 5 9 70 
Total 82 11 21 115 
Table 15. Crosstabulation for Gender by If cohabitators share the following items 
CheckAcct Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 8 37 45 
Females 10 60 70 
Total 18 96 115 
Savings Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 5 40 45 
Females 9 61 70 
Total 14 101 115 
Insurance Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 3 42 45 
Females 9 61 70 
Total 12 103 115 
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Health Pol Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 2 43 45 
Females 3 67 70 
Total 5 110 115 
Car Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 1 44 45 
Females 10 60 70 
Total 11 104 115 
Household Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 29 16 45 
Females 45 25 70 
Total 74 41 115 
Jointtaxes Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 1 44 45 
Females 3 67 70 
Total 4 111 115 
AllSeoarate Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 12 33 45 
Females 22 48 70 
Total 34 81 115 
All Joint Total 
Yes No 
Race Males 1 44 45 
Females 0 70 70 
Total 1 114 115 
Table 16. Crosstabulation for Gender by if cohabitators' parents knew and approve of 
cohabitating relationship 
Parents Total 
Yes No 
Gender Males 40 4 44 
Females 64 6 70 
Total 104 10 114 
91 
AoorDis Total 
Aoorove Disaoorove 
Gender Males 36 4 40 
Females 52 12 64 
Total 88 16 104 
Table 17. Crosstabulation for Gender by if cohabitators' friends knew and approve of 
cohabitating relationship 
Friends Total 
Yes No 
Gender Male 43 1 44 
Female 70 0 70 
Total 113 1 114 
AoorDisa Total 
Aoorove Disaoorove 
Gender Male 40 3 43 
Female 65 5 70 
Total 105 8 113 
Crosstabulations by Race, Using the 8 Matched-Pairs 
Table 18. Crosstabulation for Race by If ever cohabitated before 
CohabB4 Total 
Yes no 
Race Black (African-American) 1 7 8 
White (Caucasian) 1 7 8 
Total 2 14 16 
Table 19. Crosstabulation for Race by How many cobab partners live with 
Howmany Total 
4 over 5 
Race Black (African-American) 0 1 1 
White (Caucasian) 1 0 1 
Total 1 1 2 
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Table 20. Crosstabulation for Race by Cohab live in separate facility 
Cohabliveinseofac Total 
Yes, my 
Yes, I cohabitant No, neither 
do does of us does Other 
Race Black (African- 2 0 4 1 7 American) 
White 1 1 5 1 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 3 1 9 2 15 
Table 21. Crosstabulation for Race by Plan two have a child with current partner 
Plan2havechild Total 
Not 
Yes No Sure/Maybe 
Race Black (African-American) 3 2 3 8 
White (Caucasian) 5 0 2 7 
Total 8 2 5 15 
Table 22. Crosstabulation for Race by Child from previous relationship 
Childfromprev Total 
No 
Race Black (African-American) 8 8 
White (Caucasian) 8 8 
Total 16 16 
Table 23. Crosstabulation for Race by If cohabitators shared a child with partner 
Sharechild Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African-American) 0 8 8 
White (Caucasian) 1 7 8 
Total 1 15 16 
Table 24. Crosstabulaiton for Race by If plan to marry cohabitating partner 
Plan2marrvcohab Total 
Not 
Yes No Sure/Maybe 
Race Black (African-American) 5 1 2 8 
White (Caucasian) 7 1 0 8 
Total 12 2 2 16 
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Table 25. Crosstabulation for Race by If cohabitators share the following items 
CheckAcct Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 4 4 8 American) 
White 2 6 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 5 10 16 
Savinqs Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 2 6 8 American) 
White 3 5 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 5 11 16 
Insurance Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 0 8 8 American) 
White 3 5 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 3 13 16 
Health Pol Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 0 8 8 American) 
White 1 7 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 1 15 16 
Car Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 0 8 8 American) 
White 2 6 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 2 14 16 
Household Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 2 6 8 American) 
White 7 1 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 9 7 16 
Jointtaxes Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 0 8 8 American) 
White 1 7 8 
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(Caucasian) 
1 I Total 15 16 
All Separate Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African- 3 5 8 American) 
White 1 7 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 4 12 16 
All Joint Total 
No 
Race Black (African- 8 8 American) 
White 8 8 (Caucasian) 
Total 16 16 
Table 26. Crosstabulation for Race by if cohabitators' parents knew and approve of 
cohabitating relationship 
Parents Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African-American) 6 2 8 
White (Caucasian) 8 0 8 
Total 14 2 16 
AoorDis Total 
Approve Disaoorove 
Race Black (African-American) 5 1 6 
White (Caucasian) 6 2 8 
Total 11 3 14 
Table 27. Crosstabulation for Race by if cohabitators' friends knew and approve of 
cobabitating relationship 
Friends Total 
Yes No 
Race Black (African-American) 7 1 8 
White (Caucasian) 8 0 8 
Total 15 1 16 
ApprDisa Total 
Approve Disaoorove 
Race Black (African-American) 7 0 7 
White (Caucasian) 7 1 8 
Total 14 1 15 
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APPENDIX F: CODE SHEET 
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Code Sheet 
Variable Names Question Number Code 
1. Subject 001-999 
2.Age 1 Number in Years 
18= 1 19=2 20=3 21=4 
22=5 23=6 24=7 25=8 
over 25=9 
3. Gender 2 l=Male 2=Female 
4. Year in School 3 !=Freshman 2=Sophomore 
3=Junior 4=Senior 5=Senior+ 
5. Marital Status 4 1 =Unmarried 2=Married 
6. Race and Ethnicity 5 1 =Black(African-American) 
2=White(Caucasian) 
3=Hispanic 4=0ther 
7. Cohab Status 6a l=Yes 2=No 
8. Time in Cohab Rela 6b 1 to 4 weeks = 1, 
2 to 7 months = 2, 8 to 12 
months= 3, 13 to 18 months= 
4, 19-24 = 5, 25-30 = 6, over 
30 = 98, forever/destinv = 99 
9. Cohab w. opposite sex 7 l =Yes 2=No 
before cohab 
How many cohabs have 7 l=l,2=2,3=3,4=4,5=5,over 
live with before 5=6 
10. Feelings about cohab 8 1 =very unhappy 
partner 2=somewhat happy 
3=Somewhat happy 
4= Verv happy 
11. Happy about cohab 9 1 =very unhappy 
relationship 2=somewhat happy 
3=Somewhat happy 
4=Verv happy 
12. Recommend cohab 10 1 = Not likely 
relationship 2=Somewhat Recommend 
3= Recommend 
4=Highly Recommend 
13. How decide to cohab 11 
with partner 
14. How met cohab 12 
partner 
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15. Religious Faith 13 1 =Baptist 2=Buddhist 
3= Catholic 4= Christian 
5=Church of Christ 
6=Church of God 
7=Episcopalian 
8=Evangelical Free 
9=Islam/Muslim 
1 O=Jehovah Witnesses 
1 l=Jewish 12=Latter Day 
Saint (LDS) 
13= Lutheran 
14= Methodist-Episcopal 
15=Methodist 
16=Nazarine 
17= Presbyterian 
18=Seventh Day Adventist 
19=0ther 20=None 
16. Religious beliefs 14a 1 =has no impact 
impact on cohab rela 2=has some impact 
3=has a huge impact 
17. Religious beliefs about 14b 
cohab 
18. Personal Definition of 15 
cohabitation 
19. View cohabitation 16a 1 =Very bad choice 
2=Somewhat bad choice 
3=Somewhat good choice 
4=Verv good choice 
20. Why choose that view 16b 
on cohabitation 
21. Share a child 17a l=Yes 2=No 
22. Plan to have child 17b l=Yes 2=No 
3=Not Sure/Maybe 
23. Child from prev 18 1 =Yes (Male= 1, F emale=2) 
relationship 2=No 
24. How long plan to 19 1 to 4 weeks = 1 
cohab 2 to 7 months = 2 
8 to 12 months = 3 
13 to 18 months = 4 
19-24 = 5 
25-30 = 6 
over 30 = 98 
forever/destiny = 99 
25. Plan to marry cohab 20 l=Yes 2=No 
partner 3=Not Sure/Maybe 
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26. Cohab live in separate 21 l=Yes, I do 
facility 2= Yes, my cohabitant does 
3=No, neither of us does 
4=0ther 
27. Weeks a night stay 22 1=1 2=2 3=3 4=4 5=5 
with cohab partner 6=6 7=7 
28. Items purchased 23 
jointly 
Checkin2 Acct 23a l=Yes 2=No 
Insurance 23b l=Yes 2=No 
Health Policy 23c l=Yes 2=No 
Savin es 23d l=Yes 2=No 
Car 23e l=Yes 2=No 
Household Items 23f l=Yes 2=No 
Joint filed income taxes 23g l=Yes 2=No 
Everythin2 is separate 23h l=Yes 2=No 
Everythin2 is joint 23i l=Yes 2=No 
29. Dated outside cohab 24 l=Yes 2=No 
relationship 
30. Partner dated outside 25 l=Yes 2=No 
cohab rela 3=Don't know 
31. Thought about leaving 26 1 =Almost Never 
cohab partner 2=0ccasionally 3=Sometimes 
4=0ften 
5= Almost All the time 
32. Disagreements & 27 1 =Mutual Give and take 
Agreement Result in 2=You Giving In 
3=Your cohabitant Give In 
4=Neither Giving In 
5=We never disagree 
33. Committed to staying 28 l=Not very committed 
together 2=Somewhat not committed 
3=Somewhat committed 
4=Verv committed 
34. Who knows about 29 1 =Parents, 2=Friends, 
cohab relationship 3=Landlord, 4=Your 
Employer, 5=Fellow 
Employee, 6=0ther Relative, 
7=Neighbor, 8=Nobodv 
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35. Parents 29 l=Yes 2=No 
36. Approve/Disapprove 29 1 =Approve 2=Disapprove 
37. Friends 29 l=Yes 2=No 
38. Approve/ Disapprove 29 1 =Approve 2=Disapprove 
39. Other Relatives 29 l=Yes 2=No 
40. Approve/ Disapprove 29 1 =Approve 2=Disapprove 
41. Reasons A 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Verv Unimoort 
42. Reasons B 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimport, 5=Verv Unimport 
43. Reasons C 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimport, 5=Verv Unimoort 
44. Reasons D 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Verv Unimoort 
45. Reasons E 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Verv Unimoort 
46. Reasons F 30 l=Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Verv Unimoort 
47. Reasons G 30 1 =Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Very Unimport 
48. Reasons H 30 l =Very Import, 2=Somewhat 
Import, 3=Neither Import or 
Unimport, 4=Somewhat 
Unimoort, 5=Verv Unimoort 
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49. Feel you get much as 31 1 =Almost Never 
you put in 2=0ccasionally 
3=Sometimes 
4=0ften 
5= Almost All the Time 
50. Feelings now based on 32 1 =Ending the Rela 
good and not so good 2=Don 't Know 
thines in rela 3=Want Rela Permanent 
51. Keep cohab rela title 33 1 = Cohab Title 
vs. married title 2 = Married Title 
52. Not currently cohab 34a 
53. Personal views about 34b 
cohab 
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APPENDIX G: IRB FORM 
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IOWA STATE UNNERSITY Institutional Review Board 
Office of Research Compliance 
Vice Provost fo r Research 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
TO: Dionna Hancock 
FROM: Ginny Eason, IRS Administrator 
PROJECT TITLE: "Non-Marital Cohabitation" 
RE: IRB ID No.: 04-358 
APPROVAL DATE: November 10, 2004 
281 o Beardshear Hal! 
Ames, Iowa 50011 -2036 
515 294-4566 
FAX 515 294-7288 
REVIEW DATE: November 10, 2004 
LENGTH OF APPROVAL: 1 Year CONTINUING REVIEW DATE: November 9, 2005 
TYPE OF APPLICATION: 12J New Project D Continuing Review 
Your human subjects research project application, as indicated above, has been approved by 
the Iowa State University IRB #1 for recruitment of subjects not to exceed the number 
indicated on the application form. All research for this study must be conducted according to 
the proposal that was approved by the IRB. If written informed consent is required, the IRB-
stamped and dated Informed Consent Document(s), approved by the IRB for this project only 
are attached. Please make copies from the attached "masters" for subjects to sign upon 
agreeing to participate. The original signed Informed Consent Document should be placed in 
your study files. A copy of the Informed Consent Document should be given to the subject. 
The IRB must conduct continuing review of research at intervals appropriate to the degree of 
risk, but not less than once per year. Renewal is the Pl's responsibility, but as a reminder, you 
will receive notices at least 60 days and 30 days prior to the next review. Please note the 
continuing review date for your study. 
Any modification of this research project must be submitted to the IRS for review and 
approval, prior to implementation. Modifications include but are not limited to: changing the 
protocol or study procedures, changing investigators or sponsors (funding sources), including 
additional key personnel, changing the Informed Consent Document, an increase in the total 
number of subjects anticipated, or adding new materials (e.g., letters, advertisements, 
questionnaires). Any future correspondence should include the IRB identification number · 
provided and the study title. 
Approval letter 
Page2 
Hancock 
103 
You must promptly report any of the following to the IRS: (1) all serious and/or unexpected 
adverse experiences involving risks to subjects or others; and (2) any other unanticipated 
problems involving risks to subjects or others. 
Your research records may be audited at any time during or after the implementation of your 
study. Federal and University policy require that all research records be maintained for a 
period of three (3) years following the close of the research protocol. If the principal 
investigator terminates association with the University before that time, the signed informed 
consent documents should be given to the Departmental Executive Officer to be maintained. 
Research investigators are expected to comply with the University's Federal Wide Assurance, 
the Belmont Report, 45 CFR 46 and other applicable regulations prior to conducting the 
research. These documents are on the Human Subjects Research Office website or are 
available by calling (515) 294-4566. 
Upon completion of the project, a Project Closure Form will need to be submitted to the Human 
Subjects Research Office to officially close the project. 
C: Crase 
HDFS 
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APPENDIX H: QUESTIONS FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLE T-TEST 
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Specific Questions done for Independent Sample T-Test Results 
TimeinCohab = 6b. How long have you been in your current cohabitating relationship? 
____ (Years) (Months) 
Feelboutpartner = 8. How do you feel about your cohabitation partner? 
(1) (2) (3) 
Very Unhappy Somewhat Unhappy Somewhat Happy 
(4) 
Very Happy 
HappinCohab = 9. How happy are you about being in a cohabitation relationship? 
(1) (2) 
Very Unhappy Somewhat Unhappy 
(3) 
Somewhat Happy 
(4) 
Very Happy 
Recomcohab = 10. Would you recommend cohabitation to another couple? 
(1) 
Not likely 
(2) (3) 
Somewhat Recommend Recommend 
(4) 
Highly Recommend 
Viewcohab = 16a. How do you view cohabitation? (circle one) 
(1) rn ~> w 
A Very Bad Choice 
Choice 
A Somewhat Bad Choice A Somewhat Good Choice A Very Good 
Howlong2cohab = 19. How Jong do you plan to cohabitate with your partner? 
____ (Years) ____ (Months) 
Wksanightcohab = 22. During an average week, how many nights a week do you and your 
cohabitant stay together? 
Circle one: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Leavingpart = 26. Since you began to live with your cohabitant, have you ever thought seriously 
about leaving him/her? 
(1) (2) (3) 
Almost Never Occasionally Sometimes 
(4) 
Often 
(5) 
Almost All the Time 
Disagreeresults = 27. When disagreements or arguments arise between you and your cohabitant, do 
they usually result in . . . ? 
(1) 
Agreement by Mutual 
Give and Take 
(2) (3) 
You Giving In Your Cohabitant 
Giving In 
(4) 
Neither Giving In 
(5) 
We Never 
Disagree 
106 
Commit2staying = 28. How committed are you yourself to staying together? (circle one) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Not Very Committed Somewhat Not Committed Somewhat Committed Very Committed 
30. Below are listed some of the reasons some people decide to cohabitate. Thinking back about the time you 
made the decision to live together, how important was each item to you in making the decision? The answers to 
each one form a continuum ranging from very important on the left to very unimportant on the right. Please 
place an X or a -./ in the space that best fits your feelings. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. 
Reasons People 
Decide to Cohabitate: 
Very 
Important 
Somewhat 
Important 
Neither Important 
nor Unimportant 
Somewhat Very 
Unimportant Unimportant 
(9) To find out ifthe 
relationship would work 
( 10) Practical convenience 
of living together 
( 11) To find stability 
(12)To express our love for 
one another 
(13)To avoid loneliness 
(14)To find self-fulfillment 
(15)To have somebody to 
grow old with 
(16)To find sense of belonging ___ _ 
(l 7)To have sex regularly 
(18)To have companionship 
Ugetasmuch = 31. Jn thinking about your relationship with your cohabitant, do you feel you get as 
much out of this relationship as you have put into it? (circle one) 
(1) 
Almost Never 
(2) 
Occasionally 
(3) (4) (5) 
Sometimes Often Almost All the Time 
Gdbdfeel = 32. And what do you feel now, considering both the good and not-so-good things about 
your relationship? (circle one) 
I am ending or I am thinking 
of ending the relationship 
I have not made up my mind 
or I don 't know whether we will 
stay together or not 
I want our relationship 
to be a permanent one 
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